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ABSTRACT
The site of Dorn Levee #1 (38FA608) in the South Carolina Piedmont has the
potential to provide unique information regarding the behaviors and activities of the
hunter-gatherer populations who inhabited it throughout prehistory. The Late and
Terminal Archaic Period landscape in the Southeast saw with it many major changes in
hunter-gatherer lifeways that had begun initial development in periods prior. The
continued use of Dorn Levee #1 suggests that it was highly important for these huntergatherers, and an analysis of their mobility patterns and general behaviors through the
associated lithic debitage material can assist in illuminating its role within a largely
complex social and economic landscape. This thesis demonstrates the role that lithic
assemblage formation has in providing indications of overall site use and hunter-gatherer
activity patterns. Several factors are included in this first formal lithic analysis from the
site, including raw material diversity and availability, relative debitage size, and
environmental conditions. These factors assist in drawing interpretations regarding how
Dorn Levee #1 was used during these periods, and how it featured within the complex
Southeast.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
This thesis focuses on hunter-gatherer mobility during the Late and Terminal
Archaic Periods (6,000-3,000 Cal. BP) in South Carolina. Although the presence of
emergent cultural complexes like shell rings, earthwork mounds, and ceramic technology
in the Southeast attests to the large-scale social complexity and diversity during this time,
many Late and Terminal Archaic sites in South Carolina, especially in the Piedmont,
consist of mostly lithic scatters. Much of the previous archaeological literature that has
explored hunter-gatherer lifeways in the Southeast focused primarily on analyzing lithic
remains as the remnants of unconnected nomadic foragers or collectors. However, these
types of accounts often do not fully consider the broader scope of how these groups
factored into a much wider and more complex cultural landscape. The research for this
thesis involves the analysis of a lithic assemblage from a unique levee site in the South
Carolina Piedmont, conducted in order to gain a better understanding of (1) what
particular activities led to the formation of this particular assemblage, (2) how the site of
Dorn Levee #1 was most likely used by hunter-gatherers during its occupations, and (3)
how these activities may have contributed to the broader social and economic systems
that were present in the region during the Late and Terminal Archaic Periods. This
research expands the growing body of archaeological research into the Late and Terminal
Archaic Period hunter-gatherer lifeways by foregrounding the emerging complexity of
the periods through the analysis of a single lithic and debitage assemblage.
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The Dorn Levee #1 site (38FA608) is located in Fairfield County, South Carolina,
near the bank of the Broad River. Excavations at the site have yielded promising
archaeological material, and the site is well-stratified between chronological layers.
Regular flooding during the wetter seasons would have potentially rendered the site
uninhabitable at some times of the year, thereby limiting its availability for occupancy,
but its resource base would have served as an incentivizing factor for hunter-gatherer
seasonal movements. Analysis of the archaeological remains from the site seeks to
answer questions about the activities that took place at the site, the kinds of resources that
were available in the vicinity and how the site, and other Late and Terminal Archaic sites
throughout the Southeast may have contributed to a socioeconomic pattern that integrated
periods of aggregation and semi-sedentism with the need to range widely in pursuit of
essential, distant resources.
It is difficult to draw direct connections between the hunter-gatherer groups that
created the assemblage that is analyzed in this project with those groups that engaged in
the shell ring construction, mound building, sedentism, and specialization that are found
in other parts of the Southeast, including the Coastal Plain of South Carolina at these
times, but the fact that these features were well within the known distances that huntergatherers travel (Kelly 1983:280), strongly suggests that these people were known to
each other. Hunter-gatherer networks are cemented through periodic aggregations, kin
ties, and trade relations, features that are characteristic of even the most mobile huntergatherer groups living in marginal environments. Models focusing on complex huntergatherers are more appropriate for understanding the lifestyles of the peoples of this place
and time. Although the Late and Terminal Archaic layers from Dorn Levee #1 and the
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assemblage analyzed in this project show no evidence of pottery or shell mound
construction, the presence of non-native raw materials attests to widespread networks,
either physical or through trade, that undoubtedly brought people into contact with each
other. These networks would have become increasingly important as progressive
sedentism possibly reduced the territory throughout which people travelled.
Dorn Levee #1 appears to have been a site that was part of the much larger
complex hunter-gatherer landscape that was rapidly developing in the area during the
Late and Terminal Archaic Periods. However, the differences that are apparent in the
debitage can help to inform further interpretations about differences between huntergatherer mobility and activity during the Late Archaic, and the following Terminal
Archaic. Changes in general behavior and activity that may have occurred between these
two periods, and the lithic analysis from this project points to this. This analysis also
focuses on the activities that were being undertaken at the site and the role it may have
played within the broad landscape of Late and Terminal Archaic hunter-gatherer social
complexes. It is also the first formal lithic analysis conducted for the site, and the results
will be useful for similar analyses on other areas of the site when they are excavated in
the future. This thesis further highlights the contributions of lithic analysis in formulating
archaeological interpretive frameworks.
RESEARCH QUESTIONS AND HYPOTHESES
The lithic assemblage from Dorn Levee #1 consists of 1,441 pieces of lithic
debitage resulting from flintknapping activity. Lithic debitage can inform archaeologists
about the length of time a site was occupied, the activities that were conducted at the site,
and how the site relates to other contemporaneous sites in the region. In general, a long
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period of occupation should result in a large amount of debitage that indicates frequent
sessions of lithic reduction, and waste flakes that reflect the full sequence of the
flintknapping process and possibly materials and tool fragments suggesting a wide range
of activities. Conversely, a short-term occupation should have only part of the lithic
reduction sequence. The form and quantity of debitage can also be affected by the
abundance and quality of available lithic raw materials, the relative degree of mobility
and sedentism of the people making and using the stone tools, and by artifact use life
(Andrefsky 1998:224), so a full analysis must take these other factors into consideration.
The relatively small quantity of lithic debitage at Dorn Levee #1 initially
suggested a short-term occupation, but the variety of lithic raw materials and the types of
waste produced indicated that the assemblage was much more complex than that.
Determining the duration of occupation is crucial for this thesis, because it can assist in
indicating overall site use, as well as providing a clearer picture of trends in huntergatherer mobility and relative sedentism.
According to Stevenson (1985), whose work is discussed more substantially in the
following chapter, hunter-gatherers arriving at a site spend time getting used to the new
environment and making tools to exploit it. Materials produced at this stage should show
the initial phases of lithic production including large, complete flakes and non-flake
debitage from the initial stages, through smaller flakes associated with thinning and
retouching. During the majority of site use, lithic debitage should primarily reflect the
processes of re-sharpening and repairing tools, represented by smaller flake sizes and
broken tools. When people are ready to leave the site, they make new tools in anticipation
of needing them when they arrive at their next campsite, and lithic debitage should again
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have more larger flakes and non-flake debitage. Short-term occupations should have
debitage that reflects only part of this sequence. Consequently, the first phase of the
analysis of the Dorn Levee #1 assemblage is aimed at determining the stages of lithic
manufacture.
Highly mobile hunter-gatherers tend to make standardized tools out of good lithic
raw materials such as chert, flint, and obsidian, that can be worked into good,
multipurpose tool forms that are amenable to re-sharpening. Such strategies reduce the
number of tools that they would need to carry. Where such materials are not ubiquitously
available, people must either travel long distances to obtain them or receive them through
trade, prompting people to carefully rework, repair, or re-sharpen their tools in order to
conserve the lithic raw material. Conversely, where good lithic raw materials are
abundant, people are less concerned with conservation, and not only are tool types less
formal, but the debitage associated with them tends to be larger and more systematic
(Parry and Kelly 1987). Consequently, the degree to which tools made from good lithic
raw materials are repaired and re-sharpened can indicate the value of the material.
I would expect that a hunter-gatherer site that was used for short-term activities,
and in which the group or groups occupying it were relatively more mobile, would yield a
lithic assemblage that is composed of higher-quality raw materials, and the debitage from
these raw materials would be smaller in size, due to greater emphasis being placed on
increased tool curation, late-stage reduction, and re-sharpening. Hunter-gatherer groups
that engaged in frequent mobility would have relied on tools that could be repeatedly resharpened in order to last longer during forays. This would have required higher-quality
raw materials, such as the ones that are suitable for re-sharpening. Alternatively, I would
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expect that a hunter-gatherer site that was used for longer-term activities, and in which
the group or groups occupying it were relatively less mobile and exhibited more
sedentary behaviors, would yield a lithic assemblage that is composed of possibly lowerquality raw materials, and the debitage sizes would be evenly distributed throughout its
types and phases of reduction. This would indicate that lithic tools were likely being
produced, used, and discarded in the same area, demonstrating decreased emphasis on resharpening needs, which would further point towards increased sedentism. This would be
especially true of debitage of this nature were primarily comprised of raw material types
that are local to the immediate area of the site.
ORGANIZATION OF THESIS
Chapter 2 begins with a discussion of hunter-gatherer ethnography and how it is
used in archaeological interpretation. This part of the chapter pays special attention to
hunter-gatherer complexity, its definitions, and the issues of its archaeological correlates.
This chapter also explores the study of hunter-gatherers in terms of site formation, stone
tool production, and the relationships between mobility and stone tools.
Chapter 3 presents information about the site and the natural and social
environment in which it is situated. The natural environment and its biologic and
geologic resources influenced hunter-gatherer mobility and, consequently, site formation
processes. This chapter includes what is known about the social environment through
archaeological research in the Southeast and South Carolina throughout Archaic Period.
Also featured in this chapter, a general survey of stone tool types that are common in the
region from several chronological periods is presented, with particular emphasis placed
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on stone tool types from the Late and Terminal Archaic Periods and stone tool types that
have been found thus far at Dorn Levee #1.
Chapter 4 presents the Dorn Levee #1 lithic assemblage and the methods and
results of analysis, including a discussion of lithic raw material types and the differences
present between chronological periods.
The final chapter discusses the analysis and draws conclusions regarding the Late
and Terminal Archaic Periods of the site and its occupational use. This will include a
discussion of what the debitage indicates in regards to differences in activity and mobility
behavior between the Late and Terminal Archaic Periods. I will also discuss the
implications of what the finds from the site contribute to understandings of the complex
social landscape of the Southeast during the Late and Terminal Archaic Periods.
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CHAPTER 2
THEORETICAL PERSPECTIVES AND FRAMEWORKS
This chapter will provide theoretical frameworks by which this thesis will be
guided when attempting to gain a better understanding of Late and Terminal Archaic
hunter-gatherer lifeways. While perspectives on commonly-attributed hunter-gatherer
behavioral systems like mobility, sedentism, and storage will be discussed here, it is
important to acknowledge the significance of connecting these concepts with ideas
surrounding hunter-gatherer complexity. Instead of viewing hunter-gatherer systems in a
vacuum, this chapter will connect hunter-gatherers and their sites to much broader social
and economic landscapes that were undoubtedly present during the Late and Terminal
Archaic Periods in the Southeast. These, along with the body of known archaeological
evidence surrounding hunter-gatherers in the region that are touched upon later in this
thesis, help to formulate the framework by which the analysis of the materials from Dorn
Levee #1 for this project is best conducted.
While the more traditional models that have been used in the past to study
Southeastern hunter-gatherer groups are important and contribute useful information,
these may not completely cover all important aspects concerning hunter-gatherer
complexity. It is most important to look to theoretical frameworks that acknowledge the
drawbacks of using ethnographic accounts based on modern hunter-gatherers that live in
marginal environments.
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Frameworks that take complexity into account include similar concepts as the past
theoretical models, but also factor in information from other hunter-gatherer groups in the
past that utilized more optimal and non-marginal environments, similar to those that
would have prevailed in the prehistoric Southeast. The literature on complex huntergatherers and their behavioral trends is important for understanding the causes and
consequences of mobility, sedentism, and storage that shed light on how hunter-gatherers
in the Southeast lived their lives. This information, along with the specific archaeological
background of the Late and Terminal Archaic in the area, will shape the ways in which
the assemblage and materials used for this thesis will be interpreted in a later chapter.
Also, this chapter will touch upon theoretical models of archaeological site formation
processes, and connects these processes to the activities and behaviors that impact them.
This will include the ways in which lithic and debitage remains play into how we can
potentially determine site-specific functionality and duration of occupation.
ETHNOGRAPHY AND COMPARISON
Much of what is known about hunter-gatherers and the theoretical approaches to
understanding them comes from both ethnographic research and previous studies of the
prehistoric archaeological record. Ethnographic correlates are frequently used by
archaeologists to better understand the potential lifeways of prehistoric hunter-gatherer
groups. Archaeologists are interested in modern hunter-gatherer groups not only because
they can help to better understand prehistoric hunter-gatherer groups, but also because
they potentially help to answer broader anthropological questions. Contemporary
anthropological understandings of cultural systems, and the complexities associated with
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them, further help to frame archaeological questions, and sometimes vice versa (Binford
1962:218).
It has been argued that ethnographic correlations, especially those which attempt
to analogize relationships between hunter-gatherer groups of different regions and
significantly different time periods, can be potentially damaging. Wilmsen (1989), who
has studied modern San hunter-gatherer groups in southern Africa, has argued that any
interpretations made regarding these groups will most likely exhibit an inherent Western
bias. This is particularly problematic when archaeologists studying prehistoric, North
American hunter-gatherer groups attempt to use the San as analogous examples, as many
have. According to Wilmsen, ethnographic analogy for the purposes of archaeological
interpretations can serve to perpetuate false notions regarding these modern groups, and
lead to incorrect deductions about prehistoric groups (Wilmsen 1989:130). Alternatively,
Alison Wylie (1985) has argued that using ethnographic analogy to understand aspects of
hunter-gatherer societies can be useful and helpful if used correctly, while maintaining
conscious awareness of its limitations. She has also argued that the continued debates
about the appropriateness of the use of ethnographic analogy are conceptually damaging
to the field as a whole, as they potentially held back and delayed research projects (Wylie
1985:63-64).
One major drawback to using the more traditional hunter-gatherer ethnographic
accounts has little to do with the “problem” of analogy, but rather with using incongruent
comparisons. The hunter-gatherer ethnographies that are most frequently cited by
archaeologists are those that concern San people from the Kalahari Desert in southern
Africa and the Inuit peoples from the Arctic regions of North America. While these
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ethnic groups have been useful to archaeologists for understanding aspects of prehistoric
hunter-gatherer lifeways, they have tended to be overutilized and indiscriminately applied
to environmental settings that may be vastly different. As the growth and development
first of agriculture and herding, and later, urbanization and industry changed the value of
land and land use patterns, hunter-gatherers were only able to exist in those places that
are less amenable to farming and less desirable for industry, urbanization, and trade.
Consequently, modern hunter-gatherer groups give only a narrow view of the variety of
hunter-gatherer lifestyles that must have existed in the past. This does not detract from
the useful insights that earlier ethnographies provide, however, there is increasing
evidence that hunter-gatherer lifestyles had enormous variation, and that social and
historical factors were at least as important as environmental ones in determining huntergatherer behaviors. The Southeast during the Late and Terminal Archaic was not a
marginal environment, but one that had food available year-round, and seasonal
abundances of particular food resources. Furthermore, from the Mississippi Valley to the
Atlantic coast, Late and Terminal Archaic peoples exhibited increasingly complex
practices that included monument building, specialization, robust trading networks and
elaborate burials that suggest the development of social and political hierarchies, as well
as complex economies (Sassaman 2004:255).
CLASSIFYING HUNTER-GATHERERS
The Man the Hunter symposium in 1966 and the subsequent publication of the
collected papers (Lee and DeVore 1968) effectively defined hunter-gatherers as a
category and prompted the enormous amount of research into them by anthropologists
and archaeologists. The publication coincided with the beginning of the processual era in
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American archaeology, a neo-evolutionary approach that sought to understand the
peoples of the past in terms of cultural adaptations to the environment. Hunter-gatherers
were a perfect subject for such an approach because their lifestyles were thought to be
directly determined by their environments without the mitigating effects of domesticated
resources, storage, permanent residences, or social hierarchies (Arnold 1996:78). Man the
Hunter defined hunter-gatherers as egalitarian, living in small groups, having flexible
band membership, and being highly mobile. The sedentary, hierarchical hunter-gatherers
of the West Coast of the Americas were dismissed as anomalies, and those who had
various kinds of interactions with their neighbors were considered to have been corrupted
through contact and were therefore not appropriate models for the hunter-gatherers of the
prehistoric past.
Hunter-gatherer groups that do not meet the Man the Hunter criteria of
egalitarian, small-scale mobility have come to be called “complex” hunter-gatherers
(Price and Brown 1985), a term that causes difficulty to researchers who are justifiably
dismayed at another binary classification that obscures variation and diversity. At one
end, the label unpins complex hunter-gatherers from small-scale mobility practices that
may have comprised an important part of their overall lifeways despite other significant
differences, and at the other, it separates them from the small-scale farmers with whom
they often share far more similarities than they do with other hunter-gatherers (Warren
2017:152).
Hunter-gatherer lifeways and behavioral systems are much too nuanced to be
classified into specific hunter-gatherer “types.” It can sometimes be difficult to discuss
particular aspects or observed patterns of hunter-gatherer behaviors without sounding as
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though groups are defined by or are conceptually tied to these patterns. The factors that
influence groups vary across space and time. For example, not all hunter-gatherer groups
were truly egalitarian, with many if not most groups exhibiting nuanced spectrums of
authority that call into question what terms like egalitarian even mean. In some parts of
Europe, for example, it has before been argued that many of the archaeologicallyidentified prehistoric hunter-gatherer groups were likely even less “egalitarian” than
those observed through ethnographic study in similar environments (Warren 2017:152).
It is also important to note that egalitarianism is not unique to hunter-gatherers and that
sedentism and farming do not automatically produce hierarchies. There are many
examples world-wide of villages comprised of independent farming families who
collectively make decisions about community issues and have no leader with more
authority than anyone else. Wengrow and Graeber (2015) point out that leaders, often
with considerable power, are frequently appointed by small-scale societies for specific
purposes such as aggregating for seasonal resource gathering, social activities, or largescale construction. These leaders do not hold permanent positions, but are instead given
temporary, situational authority which expires when the activity is completed. Such
short-term hierarchical arrangements may explain the ability of apparently egalitarian
peoples to engage in large-scale construction projects like those at Gobekli Tepe or
Poverty Point in Louisiana (Wengrow and Graeber 2015:4-6).
The Mesolithic peoples of Europe and Southwest Asia bear a striking
resemblance to the Archaic hunter-gatherer groups of the southeast United States, who
similarly inhabited rich, temperate environments with seasonal abundances of needed and
strategic resources (Bender 1985:22, Marquardt 1985:59-60, Sassaman 2004:232). Like
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the Mesolithic groups of Europe and Southwest Asia, hunter-gatherer groups in the
Archaic similarly had social, political, and economic arrangements that likely
transcended the daily search for food. Archaeologically, the Late and Terminal Archaic
Periods have sites that suggest short-term occupations by more mobile people, as well as
monumental constructions such as shell rings and earth works that suggest long-term
aggregations and organized labor. It would be inaccurate to classify these groups into
discrete types that employed only a few of the characteristic “traits” attributed to huntergatherers as seen through ethnography and archaeological investigation. A much clearer
perspective situates all of these types of sites within a broad pattern of complexity.
MOBILITY
Mobility is a major factor to consider when attempting to understand the complex
behaviors and decision-making processes of hunter-gatherer groups. In the context of
archaeological understandings of hunter-gatherers, mobility is best described as
encompassing the various types of movements that hunter-gatherers undergo across
landscapes in which they inhabit. Mobility is a central aspect of a hunting and gathering
lifestyle, as it can often be the driving force for particular behaviors and choices. There is
no single type of mobility, even amongst modern hunter-gatherer groups. Understanding
mobility frameworks is crucial to this project. In order to draw interpretations on the
nature of Dorn Levee #1, hunter-gatherer mobility must be viewed in context with the
decision-making processes surrounding it, as well as how it impacts the formation of
archaeological sites and assemblages.
One major model of hunter-gatherer subsistence-related mobility posits that there
are two main types of groups that both exhibit unique mobility patterns: foragers and
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collectors (Binford 1980:5-12). Hunter-gatherer groups classified as foragers tend to
exhibit frequent rates of residential mobility, in which new living areas for basecamps are
often established. Also characteristic of foragers are daily resource forays that bring
smaller amounts of material into base sites. Collectors, on the other hand, are
residentially mobile far less often, and instead broaden ranges for logistical forays. In this
system, specialized task forces engage in logistical mobility, and bring back large
amounts of needed material to basecamps (Binford 1980:5-12). This material is often
stored, causing archaeological sites associated with collectors to have much higher
concentrations of archaeological material in them, and are much more archaeologically
visible (Binford 1980:5-12). It should be noted, however, that in both systems, the
processing of raw material for activities such as tool-making occur at sites called
“locations.” This type of site is mostly short term, and is usually only used for particular
types of activities related to what is needed for logistical forays (Binford 1980:5-12). In
arguments regarding hunter-gatherer complexity, Price and Brown (1985) argue that
Binford’s observations are valuable in that they highlight the variability among huntergatherer groups (Price and Brown 1985:6).
Robert Kelly (1995) refined Binford’s (1980) model of hunter-gatherer mobility
by focusing on the relationships between five discrete measurements: the total number of
complete residential moves during the span of a year, the average distance travelled
during each of these moves, the total distance covered during a year, the total land area
utilized during a single year, and the average duration of trips (Kelly 1995:120-121). The
advantage of this model is that it contextualizes hunter-gatherer movements with specific
environmental factors. For example, when the availability of water sources is a major
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factor for residential or group mobility, Kelly argues that hunter-gatherers in these
conditions are called “tethered foragers,” as overall movements are limited to water
availability and sourcing (Kelly 1995:126).
Different forms of mobility, reflecting differential needs and desires on the part of
hunter-gatherer groups, have an effect on viewing hunter-gatherer archaeological
signatures (Binford 1980:5-12). These types of mobility are not mutually exclusive, and
can and do often occur simultaneously. One type, residential mobility, involves the
movement of whole or mostly whole hunter-gatherer groups, most likely for the purposes
of locating and settling in new living areas. Although all archaeological sites associated
with residential camps will be slightly different, general characteristics of residential
camps potentially include higher concentrations of artifacts that demonstrate a full
activity range, areas for storage, and possibly hearth features (Binford 1980:7). These
new living areas were not randomly selected, and they were chosen based on a plethora
of potential factors, such as environmental conditions, resource availability, and potential
territorial restrictions. As hunting practices continue, hunted resources decrease over
time, causing increased residential mobility (Hamilton et al. 2016:124). The same can be
said for gathered plant resources, as those will decrease over time and also vary in
availability at different times throughout the year. In areas where needed resources are
more predictable, such as coasts where fish inhabit year-round, the need for frequent
residential moves is less, meaning there is a greater opportunity for these hunter-gatherer
groups to maintain some sort of site permanence (Hamilton et al. 2016:124). However, it
is also possible that hunter-gatherer groups, when moving residences due to the need for
resources, could return to locations they had occupied before. Hunter-gatherers could
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most likely predict where certain animal species could be based on the time of year,
excluding, of course, animals that stayed in one place all of the time, like aquatic
resources on the coast. Residential mobility does not necessarily include only foodmotivated foraging practices, and foraging for other types of materials such as better raw
materials for stone tool production could have also been a major factor for residential
movement (Kelly 1995:130). Even so, foraging endeavors related to the need for raw
materials and other resources may not have required that whole hunter-gatherer groups
residentially relocate.
With logistical mobility, residential areas remain the same, but movements by
smaller groups within the larger band move to procure resources from surrounding areas.
Kelly (1995) argues that this form of hunter-gatherer mobility is often associated with
“food-getting forays,” meaning that even if other types of materials are sought on these
logistical trips, much of the overall goal of these trips is to acquire food and food-related
resources, such as lithic raw materials (Kelly 1995:130). A potential complicating factor
with this in how it relates to general mobility is relative resource availability in the region
in which the hunter-gatherers are utilizing. While hunter-gatherers have traditionally used
a relatively large area around campsites for logistical forays, the size of this area is most
likely dependent on several factors. One of the more common potential factors is relative
dependence on hunting. As the need for hunting increases at any given time, the spatial
area for logistical forays most likely also increases (Kelly 1995:130). Additionally, it
follows that logistical foraging space could also be impacted on a seasonal basis as
hunter-gatherer groups collect needed seasonal plant resources. Another factor is the
physical layout of the landscape around the campsite. This factor has little to do with
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relative food resource availability, but instead is impacted by the amount of energy
required to simply live and succeed in certain types of environments (Marín Arroyo
2009:34-35). For example, for hunter-gatherer groups that residentially occupy
mountainous areas, logistical foraging range may actually be increased, because these
groups require higher nutritional content in their diets. Due to this, these groups might
attempt to hunt larger game because they typically have higher energy yields. The
increase in the size of the foraging range would occur if the larger game was located
farther away from the residential base than the more-easily obtained smaller game (with
less energy yield) nearby (Marín Arroyo 2009:34-35). In this case, the hunter-gatherer
group would consciously choose to hunt the more distant game rather than the game that
is closer to the home base, in order to maximize energy yield. This shows that
environment, as well as the distribution of food resources on the landscape, play a major
role in the relative size of foraging ranges among some hunter-gatherer groups. This also
shows that situational factors such as the need for higher-energy foods at certain times
factor into the distance that is travelled for logistical forays (Marín Arroyo 2009:34-35).
This can potentially show the relationships between the two main types of
mobility exhibited by hunter-gatherer groups. Logistical mobility occurs with potentially
smaller sub-groups within a larger hunter-gatherer community, and the physical distance
range of such mobile forays surrounds a larger residential basecamp. The nature of the
relationship between residential and logistical mobility is again dependent on several
factors. Return rate, transportability, and risk assessments all play a major role in
determining the relationship between mobility types (Binford 1980; Kelly 1995).
Ethnographic examples have shown that if resource availability is low in a given range of
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logistical mobility, residential mobility can often occur as a result, and a new area for a
campsite will be located. Consequently, there is a relationship between smaller foraging
efforts and full campsite movement (Kelly 1995:132). For example, several modern
hunter-gatherer groups have shown interest in moving base campsites for several reasons,
and many of the reasons involve constraints related to foraging. In the Kalahari region,
Kade hunter-gatherers will uproot their entire basecamp if foraging for food and related
resources requires them to move beyond a radius of 10 kilometers. Similarly, the Mbuti
people will become residentially mobile when it becomes difficult to forage within 5
kilometers of their residential camp. Interestingly, in Australia, the Pitjandjara Aboriginal
group will often shift residential sites when members of the group begin to complain
about the distance they have to travel in order to effectively bring in resources (Kelly
1995:133; Tanaka 1980:66; Harako 1981:535; Tindale 1972:244-245).
Drivers for mobility among hunter-gatherer groups are not limited to food
acquisition needs, though food resources were extremely important in determining
mobility decisions. Seasonality is a major factor in determining when and where
movements occur. Environmental variability and changes in seasonal weather patterns
have been seen to not only motivate hunter-gatherer mobility, but also shape what sorts
of mobility are undertaken by groups (Parkington 2001:2). With this, environmental
changes can force hunter-gatherer groups to adapt through selecting appropriate mobility
types (Morgan 2009:382).
The factors that indirectly incentivize mobility among hunter-gatherer groups
through directly changing the availability of resources have a significant role in the
choice, timing, and duration of camp movements. One such factor is inter-group
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exchange among hunter-gatherers. Mobility for the purposes of exchange can certainly be
thought of as a form of “network mobility” (Whallon 2006:4-5). Exchange among
modern hunter-gatherer groups, and even among prehistoric groups would have been
linked with land use (Kelly 1995:185). Given the importance of land and various landbased resources that hunter-gatherers would have needed and relied on, some degree of
territoriality would have most likely been present. In fact, there have been very few cases,
both in the past and within modern examples, of groups of highly mobile individuals that
did not assign some semblance of land ownership organization between themselves and
other groups (Kelly 1995:185). Humans are often thought of as being territorial by
nature, so it is probably rare that groups would have been “laissez-faire” with how they
saw land use and ownership (Kelly 1995:185). It is likely that the land that was lived in
and exploited by hunter-gatherer groups in the Southeast was large in scope, and that
each group would have therefore had a sufficient “territory” by which to be logistically
mobile. It can be seen from archaeological examples in Mesolithic Europe that these
areas would have seen hunter-gatherer movement from coastal environments to upland
environments as seasons change (Donahue and Lovis 2006:256-257). This would mean
that the territories which hunter-gatherers in the Southeast would have recognized were
potentially also quite large, and may have overlapped, leading to increases in interaction
between groups, even during short-term logistical forays. Hunter-gatherer groups would
have potentially been well-aware of these social boundaries, and the archaeological
record can show in just what ways these groups were engaging in conscious interaction
(Sweeney 2013:21).
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The territoriality of hunter-gatherer groups can be affected by the dynamic
relationships between these groups and bands that share similar areas. Hunter-gatherer
band membership is often quite fluid, with individuals leaving and arriving throughout
the year, and sometimes seasonally (Whallon 2006:5). The fluctuations in band
membership were likely natural byproducts of economic and social phenomena that
occurred between these groups. Exchange of resources and goods may have helped to
solidify the ties that hunter-gatherer bands had with each other, but these ties most likely
originated from other group interactions, such as marriage (White 2013) or hunting
cooperation.
Given these large regions by which hunter-gatherers formulate territories,
opportunities for these groups to exchange with each other in various forms exist among
complex hunter-gatherers, and undoubtedly in the Southeast during the Late and
Terminal Archaic Periods. Exchange of resources would have been one of the major
forms of interactions between groups of hunter-gatherers, and it is one that is the most
discernable in the archaeological record. For example, in coastal Chile, hunter-gatherer
groups appear to have exchanged resources between the coast and the uplands through a
series of strategically-located campsites (Pestle et al. 2015:130-132). It is likely that
hunter-gatherer groups that occupy areas of land around a coastline have a surplus of
goods due to the consistency offered by maritime environments, and exchange between
groups occurs by moving these goods upland through riverine mobility in order to trade
with groups who occupy these upland areas (Pestle et al. 2015:130-132).
Hunter-gatherer exchange and contact practices can be thought to be partially
dependent upon the distances between exchanging parties. In Mesolithic Europe, for
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example, it has been postulated that exchange and interactions between hunter-gatherer
groups that are closer in proximity to each other (within 200km) are mostly related to the
movement and passing of lithic raw materials. Conversely, goods that are often thought
to be possibly “decorative” or “symbolic” in nature tend to travel between huntergatherer groups at much greater distances, usually between 200 and 600km (Whallon
2006:5-6). When viewed within the context of the increasingly complex and
interconnected hunter-gatherer societies of the Late and Terminal Archaic Southeast,
mobility related to group interaction potentially takes interesting forms. The known
utilization of designated aggregation sites located on or near the South Carolina Fall Line
during the Archaic (Cabak et al. 1998:30-31) possibly suggests that they were potentially
used for mitigating the large distances present between groups who may be interested in
exchanging goods or information. This would have allowed for easier access to other
hunter-gatherer groups in times of resource stress.
On top of hunter-gatherer mobility linked to extra-group exchange practices and
conflict mitigation, groups may have engaged in mobility for the purpose of obtaining
useful information. These types of movements may have involved group aggregation, but
not necessarily consistently. Visits to sites of particular ritual significance, for example,
are probably types of movements associated with information gathering (Whallon
2006:5).
SEDENTISM
Sedentism is a highly complex phenomenon, especially as it relates to huntergatherer group dynamics. It may be important to unpack the term of “sedentism” within
the context of broader hunter-gatherer behavior. Simply put, sedentism relates to
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occupying and living within one particular place for a long period of time. However, the
term is actually quite nuanced when viewed within the contexts of hunter-gatherer groups
in prehistory. Some have argued that, while sedentism can often be viewed as a “point of
no return” phenomenon, it is actually just one of the many major types of settlement
patterning (Ames 1991:109). Sedentism can occur within hunter-gatherer groups either
very rapidly or very slowly, and the results of such a shift can be quite different given
differential circumstances. The process by which hunter-gatherer groups decide to
become increasingly settled can be shaped by a number of factors working in conjunction
with each other (Brown 1985:206). Individual factors such as rapid changes to areaspecific environmental conditions or short-term conflicts with other groups can certainly
cause hunter-gatherer groups to become more sedentary than they had been previously,
albeit for quite a short amount of time. When thinking about a change towards sedentism
or even semi-sedentism however, a combination of factors is likely to be a major driving
force. For example, risk management may play a vital role in determining the relative
mobility of hunter-gatherer groups (Brown 1985:206). In theory, the practices by which
hunter-gatherer groups avoid risk can often promote increased residential mobility, which
would then diminish the need or desire for groups to settle. Remaining mobile increases
the chances by which hunter-gatherer groups can place themselves in situations in which
resource acquisition is more likely, no matter the particular area they may be in. Risk is
also mitigated through mobility by reducing the opportunities for overlap in the potential
ranges of hunter-gatherer groups. By remaining highly residentially mobile and thereby
consistently changing the ranges by which logistical forays are undertaken, the chances
for territorial infringement by multiple separate hunter-gatherer groups is diminished.
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These factors would make it seem that risk management practices serve to continue
mobility, rather than promote sedentism. While this may be partly true, changing factors,
both environmental and demographic, potentially “alter the very cultural practices that
were intended to offset, avoid, or reduce risk” (Brown 1985:207). The methods by which
hunter-gatherer groups mitigated risk would have been changed by a concurrent
combination of otherwise mobility-inducing factors that, when functioning together, can
actually promote increased sedentism (Brown 1985:208). The “costs” associated with
becoming wholly or partially sedentary are lessened by a change in the very methods by
which hunter-gatherers avoid risk. Sedentism here then, can be seen to be caused or
promoted by changes in risk management made by hunter-gatherer groups, even when
confronted with demographic and environmental factors that can cause increased stress
and risk towards already established social frameworks (Brown 1985:208). As with
mobility, environmental, population-based, and territorial factors all play significant roles
in determining the tendencies for broader, longer-developed sedentism.
Following the theme that hunter-gatherer mobility and sedentism ought not be
viewed as part of a contrasting dichotomy, semi-sedentism is a topic that is worth
discussing. Sedentism is typically defined as long-term, but certain conditions and factors
can lead to hunter-gatherer groups practicing semi-sedentary behavior. Semi-sedentism
may have emerged as a byproduct of increased complexity among hunter-gatherer groups
(Pate 2006:229). As groups engage with each other through regional exchange or other
social interactions, a trend away from increased mobility and towards semi-sedentism
may have occurred. This sense of permanence would have potentially allowed for greater
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ease of interaction between increasingly complex hunter-gatherer groups (Pate
2006:229).
Typical characteristics can be expected among archaeological material associated
with semi-sedentary lifeways. The presence of lasting and durable storage structures
would most likely indicate some sort of site permanence, even if only seasonal. For lithic
remains, it has been argued that the presence of a combination of both flaking debitage
and ground-stone tools from a site possibly indicates semi-sedentism, but it could also
indicate sedentism (Arnold 2004:176). For the purposes of this thesis, semi-sedentism
most likely should be viewed in the form of seasonal encampments. This chapter has
already discussed the potential drivers for mobility in a seasonal sense, but semisedentism among hunter-gatherer groups is also just as influenced by seasonality. While
hunter-gatherer groups may leave particular areas at times during the year for a variety of
reasons, similar reasons often encouraged some form of semi-sedentary life. It is
important to understand what makes a particular site attractive for semi-sedentism among
hunter-gatherers. When viewed in the context of South Carolina and Dorn Levee #1,
there are several potential factors that may have encouraged groups to reside there. These
factors are discussed in greater detail in the following two chapters, but specific
environmental, social, and resource-based factors may have made Dorn Levee #1 an
optimal seasonal site for hunter-gatherer groups inhabiting the immediate area.
One aspect of hunter-gatherer behavior that ties together both concepts of
mobility and relative sedentism is duration of site occupancy. The length of time in which
hunter-gatherers remain at a particular site reflects patterns of mobility and sedentism,
because it can indicate the degree to which hunter-gatherers were mobile or not mobile.
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However, one aspect of this that should be considered is the difference between actual
duration of occupation and anticipated or planned duration of occupation (Kent 1992).
The archaeological material that is represented at any given hunter-gatherer site most
likely reflects the anticipated duration of occupation on the part of the group, rather than
the actual duration. Events or occurrences during the process of occupation at a site that
are unforeseen or unplanned will impact the actual duration, but the archaeological
material remnants may not change because these events do not impact the anticipation of
site occupation duration (Kent 1992:642). In other words, a site that was anticipated or
planned to be a long-term site may appear as long-term in the archaeological record, but
in actuality was only occupied for a short period of time because of unforeseen
circumstances (Kent 1992:642). The archaeological indications of site occupation
duration then, such as the presence or lack of structures, relative amounts of lithic
debitage, and assemblage diversity, should be considered as representative of planned site
occupation duration. Following this line of thinking, it can be inferred that huntergatherers who plan to occupy a particular area for any given amount of time, and their
surrounding environmental conditions allow for a relatively low-risk of occurrence of
unforeseen phenomena, will produce assemblages that represent both anticipation of
duration and actual duration. This may have been the case at Dorn Levee #1, because part
of what made the site attractive for hunter-gatherer groups may have been its consistency
in providing needed resources.
The previous section of this chapter has laid out several models of broader huntergatherer group dynamics as they relate to aspects of mobility, sedentism, intra-group
behavior, and extra-group exchange practices. Some of them have focused on aspects of
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foraging and subsistence-driven related activities, while others have focused on the ways
in which increasing complexity among hunter-gatherer societies led to the development
of social systems that resulted in patterns of exchange between groups. While initially
driven by ethnographic accounts of modern and historic hunter-gatherers, models focused
on complexity have shown to broaden what can be understood about prehistoric huntergatherer groups given the differences between marginal and optimal environmental
conditions. These models have employed archaeological indications of increasing
complexity to show that social and cultural systems were often at the crux of the
decisions that hunter-gatherers made. These frameworks can be conceptually combined
with what is specifically known archaeologically about the behavioral patterns and
increasing complexity of Late and Terminal Archaic hunter-gatherers in order to gain a
better picture of Southeastern life during these times. This will be further discussed in
Chapter 3, which covers specific area and archaeological background.
HUNTER-GATHERER SITE FORMATION PROCESSES
In order to properly discuss archaeological site formation, particularly relating to
hunter-gatherer groups, it is important to discuss potential methods of resource
procurement and storage among hunter-gatherers, as many of the resources garnered by
these groups become part of the archaeological material of sites associated with huntergatherer activity.
Pinpointing hunter-gatherer activity patterns and motivations for behavioral
phenomena through analysis of archaeological material and site formation processes can
be challenging. When attempting to interpret archaeological remnants of hunter-gatherer
tools found in assemblages, it has been argued that variation in tool-based assemblage
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complexity can potentially indicate what sorts of external factors were most important to
these groups that used them (Collard et al. 2005:1). The level of complexity found within
archaeological hunter-gatherer toolkits has been postulated to be indicative of whatever
important external factors motivated these groups to do what they do. This complexity
spectrum in hunter-gatherer tools is determined by the nature of the tools themselves, and
by factors such as whether or not they have multiple parts (Collard et al. 2005:2). Risk of
“resource failure” has been argued to be major determiner of hunter-gatherer toolkit
complexity (Collard et al. 2005:4). With this, in situations where acquiring needed
resources is riskier because they may be difficult to acquire or locate, hunter-gatherer
toolkits will often have increased complexity and diversity. In contrast, in situations
where the risk of resource failure is low, and resource acquisition is easier, toolkits are
less complex and less diverse. This relies on the assertion that increased tool complexity
can greatly assist in completing successful resource-collecting forays (Collard et al.
2005:4).
Following this theme, travel distance is another major factor that can influence
hunter-gatherer toolkit complexity, thus influencing site formation processes (Morgan
2008:350). It is clear that mobile hunter-gatherer groups that may have to travel long
distances in order to accomplish needed tasks like acquiring resources or locating a new
residential site would have emphasized increased load utility. This would result in
carrying and traveling with toolkits that were not overly bulky and that could support
more long-term use (Morgan 2008:350). Formal or complex toolkits would have been
much easier to travel with.
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Toolkit diversity among hunter-gatherers is also very much influenced by relative
raw material availability. The potential range of technological opportunity and strategy is
somewhat dependent on the availability of lithic raw material types that are sufficient for
tool-making (Bousman 1993:64).
Resource storage among hunter-gatherer groups is important within this thesis, in
that it connects the theoretical concepts of mobility, sedentism, and formation processes.
Archaeological indications for storage at hunter-gatherer sites can assist in approximately
determining occupation duration. If areas for storage are present, it may indicate that the
site was anticipated to be occupied for a larger amount of time, or that the site was
revisited (Smith 2003:178). It is often assumed that hunter-gatherer groups would store
resources at times when it was most optimal to do so, most likely being times when these
resources were most abundant. This often applies more to behaviors associated with the
storage of food resources, which is the resource type that is most commonly studied in
relation to hunter-gatherer storage techniques. Although complete sedentism is not
necessarily a prerequisite for the implementation of resource storage, archaeological
indications of food storage processes within hunter-gatherer groups sometimes coincide
with a growth in the development of sedentary lifestyles. Archaeologically, they are
frequently identified within contexts of permanent or semi-permanent campsite
residences, those that serve as the anchor point for mobility related to logistical forays.
The degree to which a hunter-gatherer group stores resources can help to point towards
the level of mobility of that group, as there are modern ethnographic examples of huntergatherer groups that show little to no interest in major storage. For example, some
Bushmen groups in the Kalahari look down upon the storage of goods because it can

29

imply hoarding at an individual level, which is seen as selfish and contrary to the goals of
the group as a whole (Lee 1969:75; Testart 1982:523-526). Also affecting storage use are
relative climate and environmental factors. If much or all of the goods to be stored
required specific conditions to remain usable, this would have rendered certain locations
impossible for storage use. Often, the archaeological indicators of long-term storage at
hunter-gatherer sites are pits or granaries, while the indicators for more short-term
storage may come in the form of bags or baskets, which were more easily accessible and
transportable (Smith 2003:178). If storage indicators are present at a hunter-gatherer site,
this could show that the group or groups using the site were able to decrease mobility for
a time, and potentially stay at the site until the weather changed. Conversely, if a huntergatherer site has little to no clear indicators of long-term resource storage, it can indicate
that the site was occupied for a shorter time, or that the groups associated with the site
were open to more frequent movements. However, it is not so clear-cut, because if the
material stored was done so in above-ground vessels or consisted of perishable materials,
it may not leave an archaeological signature. Although a site may lack the indicators of
long-term storage, this does not necessarily prove that storage was not a factor there
among the hunter-gatherers who used it. The common indicators of storage at huntergatherer sites can be difficult to discern from other, more common archaeological
features (Smith 2003:178).
The various ways in which archaeological sites come to be formed are important
when attempting to understand how hunter-gatherer group activity, including mobility,
sedentism, and storage, factor into how a particular site was used, and how this
information comes to be interpreted. The linkage between prehistoric activities and the

30

archaeological material associated with them was an important part of archaeological
discourse associated with processual archaeology, and several models of understanding
arose from it. One of the more prominent of these came from Michael Schiffer, who
proposed a basic model of archaeological site formation. In this model, all archaeological
objects and artifacts undergo a somewhat consistent process of use-life, which Schiffer
refers to as systemic context. Systemic context involves five major procedural stages:
procurement, manufacture, use, maintenance, and discard (Schiffer 1972:158). These
stages set the scene for how resources are used in a very broad sense, and how this use
affects the formation of the site and allows for further interpretations to be made
regarding artifact spatial positioning at sites, as well as dealing with potential artifact
refuse. Refuse distribution patterns in the context of archaeological sites can also be
studied in order to gain further insight into how a site was used. In terms of resource use
and manufacture, especially those associated with tool-making, refuse can be
conceptually broken down into two major types, that is into primary and secondary
refuse. Morphologically, there are little to no differences between these two refuse types.
However, they differ spatially, as primary refuse is defined as refuse that was deposited
and then archaeologically recovered in the same context as the location of original use,
while secondary refuse is refuse that was deposited and then recovered in a location away
from the use area (Schiffer 1972:161-162).
LITHIC TOOLS
Stone tools and their refuse often constitute a large part of the archaeological
assemblages at hunter-gatherer sites. In many cases, the durable remains of lithic
reduction processes are the only evidence for short-term hunter-gatherer occupations.
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Archaeologists have therefore conducted significant research on lithic debitage in order
to formulate archaeological interpretations regarding site formation, hunter-gatherer
behavior, and site use or function (Andrefsky 1998:210).
The process of flintknapping lithic raw material is an inherently reductive
sequence. Though the overall process may see variations based on external factors such
as raw material quality and user skill, flintknapping generally follows a pattern based on
reduction. Knapping usually begins with a large core piece of raw material, and as this
core is struck by the user, large debitage pieces with higher amounts of external cortex
often fall away. Also falling away could be complete flakes, and smaller pieces of
blocky, amorphous debris. After a preform is shaped from the original core, larger
bifacial thinning flakes may be removed in order to define the shape of the desired tool.
Once this is done, careful pressure flaking along the blade edges or basal portions of the
now-formed tool in order to sharpen, bevel, or serrate them. These flakes produced from
this fine step of pressure flaking would most likely be quite small in size, and most would
probably have very little cortex, and may even be complete flakes. Again, this is not a
standardized process by any means, and several factors can influence how the process is
undertaken and what sorts of debitage are produced along the way during reduction.
Also, the process may vary based upon what sorts of tools are the intended product. The
reduction sequence in the process of making a projectile point would be quite different
from the process of making a simple scraper or celt, for example.
Stevenson (1985) developed a model for understanding site use from lithic
debitage. He divided the overall occupation of the Peace Point site in northern Alberta
(earliest layer is dated to around 2,500 Cal. BP) into three sequential phases: (1) a phase
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in which the inhabitants become accustomed to their environment, where survival and
resource gathering is of utmost importance; (2) a longer phase in which those resources
are undergoing change as people interact with them; (3) and finally a phase in which the
people living and working at the site finish up and leave. These different phases are
associated with differing sets of tool-making and tool-use behaviors and therefore
different types of lithic debitage (Stevenson 1985:64-68). Stevenson identifies three types
of debitage. Primary debitage consists of mostly larger cores and shatter, as it is produced
in the “preliminary shaping of tools.” Secondary debitage consists of flakes produced
during more finely-tuned shaping processes, resulting in bifacial thinning flakes, and
other more worked shatter. Finally, tertiary debitage consists of flakes that are
characteristic of tool “maintenance and repair” including flakes resulting from trimming
and re-sharpening processes (Stevenson 1985:64-68).
According to the model, the initial phase will have more primary debitage present
in its assemblages, as much of the tool manufacturing will occur during the early periods
of occupation. This is somewhat dependent on the location of original raw material
procurement. If desired raw materials for tool production are located far away from the
site of production, hunter-gatherers may make initial reductions to stones at the area they
were found in, so as to avoid carrying heavy pieces of stone. Conversely, if the source is
nearby and carrying raw materials is therefore not an issue, hunter-gatherers may begin
the reduction process at the same location they complete tool production. The debitage
produced from this stage may be larger, more amorphous, and may have higher amounts
of cortex. Used and worn-down stone tools made from raw materials that may be from
remote locations may also be present in this phase. The second phase, also called the
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exploitation phase, would be the longest phase of occupation for a site. It is characterized
by a more evenly distributed arrangement of all three types of debitage, as tools that are
already made are re-sharpened and discarded, but also new ones are created as needs
change for the inhabitants. As it is more efficient to rework and re-sharpen already made
tools than to make new ones, this phase should have a higher concentration of flakes that
appear to be the result of repeated attempts at reworking (Stevenson 1985:64-68). These
flakes would most likely be smaller in size. In the abandonment phase, the third and final
phase of site occupation, new tools are produced for use at the next camp, and the final
re-sharpening and reworking of existing tools takes place. The abandonment phase
typically sees less clustering of lithic debris than in the previous two phases, as there was
less opportunity for trampling processes to take place in the phase where people leave the
site.
The Stevenson (1985) model of site use through assemblage composition is useful
for this project in that it allows for general interpretations to be drawn about site-specific
behaviors through primarily lithic debitage. For archaeological assemblages that contain
little more than simple lithic scatters like the one in use for this project, it can be difficult
to connect material remains to observed behavioral phenomena, because these
assemblages sometimes lack much needed supplemental material that could serve to be
beneficial. Though Stevenson’s (1985) model could have some potential drawbacks for
assemblages that have a large amount of opposing non-lithic material, it serves to be
quite useful for lithic assemblages because it formulates interpretations based on lithics
alone.
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I have stated my hypotheses and expectations of lithic assemblage composition
and formation in regards to duration of site occupation and how that connects to huntergatherer behavior and mobility behaviors. Namely, I expect that assemblages associated
with mobile hunter-gatherers would be composed of lithics of higher-quality raw material
that can be more easily re-sharpened, and that the debitage would reflect these behaviors
through their relatively smaller sizes. These smaller sizes would be indicative of laterstage reduction or re-sharpening procedures. I would also expect that assemblages
associated with hunter-gatherers who are more sedentary would be composed of lithic
debitage of lower-quality raw materials that are not necessarily suitable for re-sharpening,
and that the relative debitage sizes for these raw materials would be fairly uniform across
categories. This would indicate that hunter-gatherers are using these lower-quality raw
materials to produce tools from start to finish in a single area, and that little emphasis is
placed upon the need for re-sharpening, given both the fact that the raw material is
unsuitable for it, and also that re-sharpening is not needed if little general mobility is
occurring.
Applying Stevenson’s (1985) model to these hypotheses can offer further detail
into site use and formation. Based on Stevenson’s (1985) model, I would expect that an
assemblage that contains even size assortments of debitage, and therefore is indicative of
complete stone tool manufacture, would represent exploitation phase activities. These
activities include a wide array of potential site behaviors, and complete stone tool
manufacture and use could have easily occurred during a longer-term exploitation phase.
Alternatively, using Stevenson’s (1985) model, I would hypothesize that an assemblage
that contains relatively smaller flakes and is associated with groups that are highly mobile
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would be indicative of either initial phase or abandonment phase activities. Though some
initial tool manufacture can occur during an initial phase, it is also likely that late-stage or
re-sharpening procedures occurred during this time as well, as hunter-gatherers would
have re-sharpened tools that were initially manufactured elsewhere. It could also indicate
abandonment phase activities, as tools would have been re-sharpened at the site before it
is totally abandoned, so as to ensure they could be used in a new location.
Another set of hypotheses can be put forward here regarding expectations of
changes in general hunter-gatherer behavioral trends through time. Based on the
theoretical frameworks discussed in this chapter, I hypothesize that hunter-gatherer
groups tend to increase sedentary or semi-sedentary behaviors through time. As was
previously stated, hunter-gatherer groups may have trended towards increased sedentism
by directly changing the ways in which they assessed and mitigated risk, even while
broad changes may have been occurring in relation to population size and environmental
factors. In this sense, I would hypothesize that at Dorn Levee #1, hunter-gatherer groups
that occupied it during various chronological periods would have become increasingly
sedentary through time.
In this chapter, general theoretical approaches towards understanding huntergatherer behavior were laid out and discussed. Also, an attempt at connecting these
general behaviors like mobility, sedentism, and resource procurement to the processes of
archaeological site formation was made. Notions of hunter-gatherer complexity were also
discussed, as how these elements tie into newer understandings of prehistoric lifeways
have important implications for an analysis of Dorn Levee #1. It is now important to
discuss the more specific qualities related to the archaeology of the prehistoric Southeast
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and South Carolina, as well as provide information regarding the particular site of Dorn
Levee #1. This must be put forward in order to connect these general theoretical ideas
with the specific archaeological findings and analysis from the Late and Terminal
Archaic components at the site.
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CHAPTER 3
ENVIRONMENTAL AND ARCHAEOLOGICAL BACKGROUND
This chapter will first discuss general environmental conditions of the American
Southeast and the South Carolina Piedmont, including geologic features, climate, flora
and fauna, and riverine systems. It will then discuss the prehistory of the region, with a
particular emphasis on the Late and Terminal Archaic Periods (6,000-3,000 Cal. BP).
This will include a general survey of common stone tool types known to have been
utilized by hunter-gatherer groups in South Carolina, while also providing some
background on other Archaic Period sites in South Carolina that are of particular
importance for better contextualizing the site of this study. Finally, this chapter will
provide background on the site of Dorn Levee #1, including a description of previous
excavations at the site and an overview of the findings to date.
GEOLOGY AND PHYSIOGRAPHY OF THE PIEDMONT AND COASTAL PLAIN
The site of Dorn Levee #1 (38FA608) is located in the Piedmont region of South
Carolina. All Southeastern Piedmont regions are part of the larger North American
Piedmont province and share a similar hilly topography and temperate climate. The
Piedmont region in South Carolina is situated between the Blue Ridge Mountains to the
west, and the Coastal Plain region to the east and south. The South Carolina Piedmont is
generally characterized as being comprised of “rolling hills” that do not exceed elevations
of 1000 feet above sea level until the mountain areas are reached in the western part of
the state (House and Ballinger 1976:5). The dividing line between the Piedmont and the
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Coastal Plain regions in South Carolina is referred to as the “Fall Line,” and, though a
line representing physical area changes, it is also used as a conceptual dividing line
between these two very different environmental zones. This divide is due to significant
differences in the ground and underground geological makeup on either side (House and
Ballinger 1976:5). The Piedmont is located to the left of the Fall Line, while the Coastal
Plain is to the right (Figure 3.1). Most of the petrological features of the Piedmont are
crystalline in nature, like gneiss and quartz, which further divides the region at the Fall
Line from the Coastal Plain sediments (Clarke and West 1998:3; Vinson et al. 2009:160).

Figure 3.1 Map of South Carolina Counties, location of Dorn Levee #1,
and approximate location of the Fall Line (Map by geology.com).
The sedimentary makeup of the South Carolina Coastal Plain consists of mostly
“unconsolidated and semi-consolidated sediment,” comprised primarily of sand and mud
that originally dates to the Late Cretaceous and Miocene epochs (Jean et al. 2004:208).
One major area located within the Coastal Plain region is the Congaree Formation, and
39

the Savannah River Site is located within it (Robertson and Thayer 1990:56). The
Savannah River Site is important here in that it is located near the boundary between the
major geologic areas of South Carolina, and has a deep stratigraphic sequence. The
makeup of this particular formation has been postulated to have originated as a deposit of
a marine shelf, due to a high frequency of marine-specific fossils within the overall
petrology (Robertson and Thayer 1990:56).
The petrology of the South Carolina Piedmont region had a direct impact on the
availability of the types of lithic raw materials that were important to Late and Terminal
Archaic peoples. The state of the general stone makeup of the area is most likely the
result of three different depositional events (Patterson and Padgett 1984:3). The
crystalline bedrock of the Piedmont is covered by a layer of saprolite, which is a form of
weathered stone that is formed through long-term weathering processes (Patterson and
Padgett 1984:3). This bedrock is not exposed or visible on the ground surface of the
Piedmont, except in stream beds (Andersen et al. 2001:58-59). Schist, gneiss, and
quartzite are the more common stone types in the Piedmont, and there is also an
abundance of argillite, granite, and mica (House and Ballinger 1976:7). Additionally,
various types of quartz, including white and crystal quartz types, are present in veins
extending all over the region. Large pieces of quartz are easily obtained on or just under
the ground surface in much of the Piedmont, as the hardness of quartz allows it to resist
weathering (House and Ballinger 1976:7).
CLIMATE
During the Late and Terminal Archaic Periods of occupation at Dorn Levee #1,
environmental conditions in the region were generally similar to those of the modern day
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(Sassaman and Anderson 2004:101). Consequently, many of the Late and Terminal
Archaic sites in the region are located in areas that still show favorable conditions for
both “inhabitable land” and reasonably wide availability of resources (Sassaman and
Anderson 2004:101). A look into contemporary climatic and environmental conditions in
the South Carolina Piedmont is therefore useful for giving a broad overview of the
conditions that prevailed in the Late and Terminal Archaic.
The South Carolina Piedmont has been characterized as a temperate climate zone
that generally experiences “mild” winter months and often hot, humid summer months.
Although winters are relatively short in the region, several periods of excessively cold
days are not uncommon (House and Ballinger 1976:7-8; Wetmore and Goodyear
1986:10). Summer months can see temperatures of over 90°F, and humidity in the area is
often intense (Carbone and Hidore 2008:35). Common weather events include
thunderstorms, which can often be severe. During the cooler fall months, the climate can
be particularly dry in the Piedmont, which can have adverse effects on plant growth. Mild
droughts and extended periods of dryness are common during these months, but long
periods of extreme drought almost never occur (House and Ballinger 1976:7-8).
Climate plays a significant role in the development of soils. In the Piedmont,
where natural landforms can be significantly older than those in other regions of the state,
the soils have had much more time to undergo decomposition processes, resulting in the
ultisols that are the primary soil types in the Piedmont (Carbone and Hidore 2008:40).
Entisols prevail near rivers where soils have had less time to decompose, adding to the
complexity of the general climate geography of the South Carolina Piedmont (Carbone
and Hidore 2008:40).
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The heavy rainfall and flooding events that occur during the warmer months in
the South Carolina Piedmont, including devastating floods that occur nearly every
decade, currently wreak havoc on flood-prone areas. The impact of these events was most
likely less severe during Archaic times as the presence of unaltered forests and wetlands
would have probably diffused the floodwaters (House and Ballinger 1976:8).
FLORA AND FAUNA
The South Carolina Piedmont region falls within the oak-pine area, but is between
the oak-hickory forests of the western mountainous region and the evergreens of the
Coastal Plain region in the east. Bottomland hardwood ecosystems, characterized by
large trees such as loblolly pine, sweetgum and laurel oak, along with many large shrub
species produced a dense forest with a thick canopy (Nelson 1986). Bottomland
Hardwood communities are located on interriverine landforms, and are often associated
with levees (Nelson, 1986).
Levees are formed by the gradual deposition of sediment along riverbanks during
flooding events. Levees extend some distance from the river and often merge with
bottomland hardwood forests. Levee soils can often be very fertile due to their proximity
to alluvial river sources (Nelson 1986). This type of deciduous Piedmont environment
leads to an abundance of potentially useful plant resources that hunter-gatherer groups
would have utilized, including acorns and chenopodium (House and Ballinger 1976:8;
Wetmore and Goodyear 1986:11).
The animal presence in the Piedmont region would have also directly impacted
the lives of the hunter-gatherers who relied on them for a significant amount of their diet.
Much like with other climatic conditions (Sassaman and Anderson 2004:101), the
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modern assortment of faunal types in the region is probably quite similar to that of the
Late and Terminal Archaic (Wetmore and Goodyear 1986:11-12). With similar climatic
conditions, one may expect to have a similar faunal diversity. Also, the South Carolina
Piedmont region shares a similar faunal makeup with other deciduous regions in the
Southeast. Some of the more common terrestrial faunal types include white-tailed deer,
foxes, turkeys, and black bears (Wetmore and Goodyear 1986:11-12). Ethnohistorically,
along with archaeological data recovered from sites dated to several prehistoric periods
(Steponaitis 1986:371), it can be inferred that prehistoric hunter-gatherers in the region
would have hunted these types of animals, most notably white-tailed deer, turkey, and
certain species of freshwater riverine fish, probably including shad (Lawson 1709:8-9).
Given the proximity, it is likely that many of the Archaic Period hunter-gatherer groups
that have associated sites near rivers would have utilized aquatic faunal resources,
whether these were fish or even semi-aquatic bird species (Sassaman and Anderson
2004:103; Wetmore and Goodyear 1986:11-12). Some fish species inhabit particular
river environments throughout the year, but some, like shad in the Southeast, migrate
seasonally (Wetmore and Goodyear 1986:11-12). Shad in particular were probably
important to hunter-gatherer groups living in these riverine environments (Limp and
Reidhead 1979:73-74). Shad consume organic materials found at the bottom of rivers and
streams, and this makes up for the majority of their diet. Because of this, in historic
periods, shad populations grew in rivers as increased organic sediment was pushed into
rivers and streams through agricultural processes onshore. However, muddy-bottomed
rivers still existed in prehistory, so upland Piedmont rivers would have still been a
reliable source for shad fishing. On top of this, shad are an optimal source of food energy,
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due to their increased fat content (Limp and Reidhead 1979:73-74). This may have led to
increased incentive among hunter-gatherer groups in the region to populate the area when
certain species of fish and other animals were also present there. Through archaeological
investigations, it is known that there was significant usage of shellfish species like clams
and oysters in the Coastal Plain region of the state, even during the Late and Terminal
Archaic, and there is evidence of this at upland riverine sites from the same periods,
though not to the same degree (Wetmore and Goodyear 1986:11-12). The presence of
shellfish in archaeological contexts can assist in gaining a better picture of site
occupation seasonality by hunter-gatherer groups (Jones et al. 2008:5-7). Previous studies
have utilized calcium carbonate samples extracted from shells that can sometimes show
differences based upon the water temperatures in which they were killed and deposited,
thus indicating patterns of seasonal hunting on the part of hunter-gatherer groups (Jones
et al. 2008:5-7).
RIVERINE SYSTEMS OF THE SOUTH CAROLINA PIEDMONT
The river systems of the Piedmont would have been a major factor in the lifeways
of the prehistoric hunter-gatherer groups that inhabited the area, and this can be seen by
the significant number of hunter-gatherer sites that have been found at or near rivers in
the region (Sassaman and Anderson 2004:103). Most of the rivers in the Piedmont
originate in the western mountains, and flow east and south until they meet the Fall Line
(Wetmore and Goodyear 1986:7). Interestingly, most of the rivers in the region actually
run somewhat parallel to each other for stretches, which leads to topographically unique
interriverine zones located within the Piedmont between the rivers. Several tributaries
exist, but the more important larger rivers of the region are the Wateree, Broad,
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Congaree, and Saluda. Dorn Levee #1 sits near the Broad River. This river meets the
Saluda River in Columbia and forms the Congaree (Wetmore and Goodyear 1986:7).
The presence of these rivers during prehistoric Piedmont occupation periods could
have had several effects. It may have aided hunter-gatherer subsistence by supplying fish
and related animal hunting resources, or it could have potentially hindered movement
into other regions by overflowing and completely flooding areas (Wetmore and Goodyear
1986:7).
OVERVIEW OF PREHISTORY OF THE REGION
The prehistoric periods of the American Southeast and South Carolina specifically
are well-studied. Hunter-gatherer activity in the area has been shown to have occurred
even during the Late Pleistocene (ending around 11,700 Cal. BP), with evidence of
Clovis and potentially pre-Clovis lithic technology appearing at various spots in the
region (Charles and Moore 2018:11). Stone tools dating into the post-European contact
periods have also been identified in the region, further showing the extensive huntergatherer and Native population activity throughout many thousands of years. Although
Dorn Levee #1 has the potential to show archaeological evidence for its use during the
Early Holocene period, no intact components dating that early have been identified thus
far. Due to that, and that the assemblage for this project dates to the Late and Terminal
Archaic, the major focus of this section will be on covering the most common South
Carolina stone tool types of the Archaic Period, looking specifically at the Late and
Terminal, as well as at the stone tool types present for these periods at Dorn Levee #1.
This section will also discuss what is known about hunter-gatherer behavior specifically
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in the Archaic Period South Carolina region, highlighting other sites that show evidence
of Archaic occupation and use.
Early Archaic Period
In South Carolina, the total Archaic Period is generally accepted to begin around
11,000 Cal. BP and end around 3,000 Cal. BP. Hunter-gatherer groups in the Early
Archaic Period were widespread within the American Southeast, inhabiting both farinland areas and coastal regions. One major interpretation for Early Archaic huntergatherer groups postulates that general group or band size was relatively small, and that,
though groups were distributed around much of the Southeast, they were very highly
mobile (Sassaman et al. 1988:85-86). It has also been argued that hunter-gatherer
mobility patterns during this period reflect a desire for groups to settle in riverine areas,
as well as in areas that may be associated with group aggregation or raw material
quarrying sites. It is also likely that hunter-gatherer groups during this period were
mobile over large geographic areas (Anderson 1996:161-162). The nature of Early
Archaic hunter-gatherer mobility in South Carolina has been tracked using raw material
presence in various locations within the state. In the Savannah River Valley, it has been
argued that hunter-gatherer bands used the area on an “annual watershed extensive”
basis, meaning that group movements were lengthy, but generally confined to watersheds
(Sassaman et al. 1988:85-86). This was indicated by a model based around the concept of
raw material “fall-off,” in which frequencies of particular raw material types between
original quarry sites and utilization sites would be observed to decrease over some length
of time. It is postulated that the speed at which this fall-off is observed to have occurred
can indicate the degree to which hunter-gatherers were able to travel in order to acquire
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these raw materials. In a hunter-gatherer extra-group social network that possessed
elements of territoriality, for example, this raw material fall-off would be sudden and
swift, as access to particular raw material quarry sites for some groups would become
unavailable. The fall-off associated with Early Archaic hunter-gatherer groups in the
Savannah River Valley, however, has been observed to be more gradual, indicating that it
is unlikely that strict territories were present or that intensive raw material trade was
occurring at that point (Sassaman et al. 1988:85).
For some time, a prevailing theory regarding the mobility of Early Archaic groups
held that primary residential campsites were mostly located along the banks of major
riverine systems throughout South Carolina, most often the Savannah River. During
colder months, these small groups would move into upland Coastal Plain zones like the
Aiken Plateau in order to hunt deer and acquire needed hides and pelts for warmth. This
theory also postulates that occasional group aggregations occurred at various sites along
the Fall Line, potentially bringing new technologies or influencing individual group
dynamics (Cabak et al. 1998:30-31). This interpretation has been debated. Some have
argued that viewing Early Archaic hunter-gatherer mobility through potential subsistence
and settlement patterning alone is not enough to fully encapsulate decision-making
processes. They further argue that assertions such as these can frequently leave out the
role that stone raw material availability had on mobility decisions (Daniel 1998:190).
Locally-sourced raw material types appear to be the most common types utilized in Early
Archaic sites in the upland zones of South Carolina, while at sites along rivers, the
presence of exotic raw materials in assemblages appears to suggest high mobility
frequencies among hunter-gatherer groups that populated them (Anderson and
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Schuldenrein 1983:177; Wilkinson 2017:58). At this point in the Archaic, hunting
strategies primarily targeted faunal species that are still present today, such as deer. The
Early Archaic saw this shift away from previous Paleoindian hunting traditions that
possibly included intensive hunting of now-extinct Pleistocene megafauna (Coughlan and
Nelson 2018).
It is possible that extra-group interactions occurred among hunter-gatherer groups
during the Early Archaic, and even within the previous Paleoindian. One possible type of
interaction that occurred was gift or resource exchange between groups of similar
geographic areas. The presence of exotic raw materials in assemblages could possibly
indicate this system of exchange. This exchange-driven mobility was most likely shortrange, rather than long-distance in nature. Examples of long-distance exchange involved
the exchange of finished products, not necessarily unused raw materials. Due to this, and
the evidence that much of the assemblages during this time show evidence of exotic raw
material types and toolkit-related materials, these were most likely exchanged through
short-range mobility trips (Goodyear 1979:9-10).
The Early Archaic is distinguished from the previous Paleoindian Period by its
wider diversity in stone tool types (Charles and Moore 2018:21). Common stone tool
production-related trends that begin taking shape in this period are the inclusion of
notching on hafting elements, as well as the consistent usage of edge beveling. Two of
the more common Early Archaic points found in South Carolina are Taylor and Kirk
Points. Taylor points, often found at Early Archaic-component sites near the Savannah
River, are relatively large, side-notched points often made from local chert. Many of the
sites that show evidence for Taylor points find large, thin preforms that indicate both
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beveling and side-notching, and these are often thought to be the preforms associated
with a Taylor component. Kirk points, often further divided into corner-notched, serrated,
and stemmed varieties in South Carolina, occur fairly consistently in much of the state
and region. Recent research suggests that Kirk points possess a wide range of
morphological and stylistic variability. This may be due, in part, to the availability of
certain raw material types that would have been used to manufacture them (White
2016:42). They are considered the most common Early Archaic notched stone tool type
in South Carolina. Kirks are generally longer and thicker than Taylor points, and mainly
differentiate by the location of the notching, with Kirks being associated mostly with
corner-notching. Many of them also commonly possess distinguishing serrations along
the blade edges, making them fairly easily identifiable (Charles and Moore 2018:30).
Although Kirk points are certainly not the only diagnostic Early Archaic point types to be
found in the region, only they are included here because they have been recovered from
Dorn Levee #1, albeit as surface finds (White 2020:47).
Middle Archaic Period
The Middle Archaic, beginning in South Carolina around 9,000 Cal. BP saw
several changes in hunter-gatherer lifeways (Sassaman and Anderson 2004:94-100). The
South Carolina Piedmont is dense with Middle Archaic sites (Anderson 1996:163).
Several factors may have contributed to a significant cultural change between Early and
Middle Archaic populations. One concerns differential climatic and other environmental
conditions, with the Middle Archaic being slightly warmer and potentially dryer than the
previous period. Coupled with this external change, increasing hunter-gatherer population
sizes in the region potentially led to differently structured interactions between groups,
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which itself brings along even more sets of changes to local populations. This also may
have contributed to an increase in sedentism among hunter-gatherer groups, which would
have shifted mobility towards a residential purpose, thereby shortening the ranges for
logistical forays and other related resource-collecting movements. The perceived increase
in multi-group interaction during this period is potentially attributed to the relative
population growth, which would have physically placed hunter-gatherer groups in closer
proximity to each other within the Southeastern landscape, and may have made it more
difficult to move into new areas at will. This interaction includes any sort of extra-group
association, which could encompass multi-group aggregation, exchange events, or
potentially violent conflict (Sassaman and Anderson 2004:94-100). With group sizes
growing, and available land for mobility purposes shrinking as a result, resource
competition likely occurred between groups in the region. Though there is some evidence
for interpersonal violence during this period, there is also a noted uptick in potential sites
of group aggregation. These trends likely emerged as byproducts of group efforts to
mitigate potential conflicts between groups (Sassaman and Anderson 2004:94-100). It is
in this period that some early indications of group interactions in the Southeast occur,
with the creation of shell mounds at several Southeastern sites. The construction of these
mounds most likely would have encouraged hunter-gatherer group collaboration,
therefore catalyzing further byproducts of interaction, such as the sharing of
technological forms. The creation of shell mounds and shell rings in the Southeast is
often observed to have begun during this period, with mounds persisting through the Late
and Terminal Archaic, until the Woodland, when a sharp decline is noted (Saunders
2017:23). The impacts of this growing interactional trend on general mobility among
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hunter-gatherer groups during this period are difficult to pin down (Sassaman and
Anderson 2004:94-100). Though mobility related to group aggregation apparently did
occur, this was not necessarily the case for all Southeastern hunter-gatherer groups. Much
like in the Early Archaic, mobility related to subsistence strategies was also a major cause
for movement. Hunter-gatherer groups during this period still engaged in mobility
patterns that allowed them to capitalize on acquiring needed resources on a seasonal
basis, such as moving into riverine areas in the Piedmont. Also, even with the increase in
interaction events that came with this period, there is little evidence as of yet in the region
that indicates an increase in the use of longer-distance exotic stone raw material types for
tool production. Much of the raw materials used during this period were locally sourced.
It is possible that the presence of some cooking stones that have been recovered in the
Coastal Plain originated, in raw material form, in the Piedmont region of the state. This
may further indicate exchange between hunter-gatherer groups, as shell beads from the
Coastal Plain may have been traded for these raw materials (Saunders 2017:10). So,
though there was a general increase in hunter-gatherer group interactive activities during
the Middle Archaic, several trends originating during the Early Archaic persisted,
especially as they relate to subsistence-driven mobility and patterns (Sassaman and
Anderson 2004:94-100).
It has been postulated that, during the Middle Archaic, hunter-gatherer
populations that had before been inhabiting areas within the South Carolina Coastal Plain
migrated towards the Piedmont (Anderson 1996:174). This broad mobility trend
involving group movement from one area of the state into another has been thought to be
interconnected with the growth and development of pine forest environmental conditions
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within the Piedmont (Anderson 1996:174). These changes in environmental conditions
would then have served as a major factor in determining where hunter-gatherer groups
selected areas for residential campsites. Interestingly, during the subsequent Late Archaic
Period, an increase in the frequencies of Late Archaic sites within the boundaries of the
Coastal Plain has been observed, supposedly indicating that hunter-gatherer groups once
again moved back into the area during the period (Anderson 1996:174).
The Middle Archaic Period experienced a trend in the increased use of stemmed
point types that began development in the preceding Early Archaic Period. Also
occurring at this time is the apparent slow decline in use of the lanceolate style of point,
which may further account for the increased representation of stemmed point traditionrelated material within the archaeological record from this time and onward. However,
one of these major Lanceolate point types that is often visible in the archaeological record
from the Middle Archaic in the area is the Guilford point. Several Guilford points have
been recovered from the Middle Archaic component at Dorn Levee #1 (White 2020:47).
These points are fairly easily identifiable, as they are usually quite elongated and narrow.
They are also quite thick and have a variety of basal types. In South Carolina and in much
of the Southeast, Guilford points tend to demonstrate straight margins around the blade,
although some have been seen to possess slight shoulders on the blade edge (Charles and
Moore 2018:35-50). Some Guilford points have also been shown to have some evidence
of basal grinding, although it is not common in most specimens that have been recovered
and analyzed. In South Carolina, Guilford points are often made of quartz, but some are
of rhyolite and argillite.
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Another common Southeastern Middle Archaic type is the Morrow Mountain
point, and a few have been found Dorn Levee #1. These points, as opposed to Guilford
points, are discernably stemmed, possessing short to medium length basal stems. Morrow
Mountain points are typically triangular in shape, but possess fairly broad blades. Some
recovered Morrow Mountain points indicate potential evidence for grinding around the
shoulder area and edge. Many of this point type in the Piedmont are made of rhyolite,
with others being made of argillite and some quartz (Charles and Moore 2018:35-50). All
of the Morrow Mountain points recovered from Dorn Levee #1 thus far have been made
from quartz.
Late Archaic Period
The Late Archaic Period began in South Carolina around 6,000 Cal. BP, and
ended around 3,000 Cal. BP with the onset of the Terminal Archaic/Early Woodland.
One major environmental change that occurred during the Late Archaic in the Southeast
was the growth of wetland living areas due to increased levels of precipitation (Sassaman
and Anderson 2004:101-103). This increase seemingly encouraged further huntergatherer settlement in the interriverine portions of South Carolina (Sassaman and
Anderson 2004:101-103). Also occurring during this period is the re-occupation of the
Coastal Plain zone of South Carolina after environmental conditions in the previous
Middle Archaic Period allowed for favorable living conditions within the Piedmont. This
has led to archaeological examples of Late Archaic sites to be found in both the Piedmont
and Coastal Plain regions (Anderson 1996:174). The mobility of hunter-gatherer groups
during the Late Archaic follow a similar pattern that of the Middle Archaic, in that they
continue to utilize both riverine and coastal sites, though there are potentially a few
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differential factors. Due to the changes in climate and the consequential push towards
interriverine living, increased use of aquatic resources occurred during this period.
Although shell mounds emerged during the Middle Archaic, they became much more
common in the Late Archaic, especially in coastal zones (Sassaman and Anderson
2004:101-103). Even at these Coastal Plain sites that have evidence for shell mounds and
early ceramic forms, little evidence to suggest permanent habitation at these sites has
been recovered so far. Though alone not necessarily indicative of increased sedentism,
the occurrence of domestication and plant food storage is sometimes associated with
sedentary groups. As of yet, little evidence for this has been found for Late Archaic
groups in the Southeast. Residential buildings and houses are not found for Late Archaic
groups in South Carolina, even among those groups that actively engaged in shell mound
construction. However, evidence for increased use of storage procedures at sites has been
found during this period in the Southeast, as was seen at St. Catherine’s Island in Georgia
(Sanger 2017:52). Also, ritualistic mortuary practices have been observed to have
occurred in this period, indicating another form of sedentary behavioral activities. For
example, in the Northeast, it has been postulated that residential camps were
“concentrated around mortuary (cremation-burial) sites” (Pagoulatos 2009:250).
Some have argued that the major purpose of the construction of shell mounds
during the Late Archaic is ritual in nature, where feasting and associated mortuary
practices were undertaken by aggregated groups (Saunders 2017:6). Though these
sedentary indicators are present, it would appear that a large shift towards complete
sedentism had not yet occurred by the end of the Late Archaic (Anderson 2004:294;
Sassaman and Anderson 2004:101-103). It is postulated that many hunter-gatherer groups
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in the region during this period engaged in a pattern of seasonal residential mobility,
moving into the upland riverine areas during cold months and then returning to larger
aggregate sites near large rivers during warm months (Sassaman and Anderson 2004:101103). However, some argue that the presence of relatively thick middens at Late Archaic
hunter-gatherer sites in other parts of North America indicate that multi-season or even
year-round occupational sites occurred during this period. This supposed variability in
hunter-gatherer behavioral systems at this time adds to the overall complexity of the Late
Archaic (Versaggi et al. 2001:124).
In some parts of the Southeast, the Late Archaic saw with it the development of
several formative cultures that further broadened the scope of the greater change that
occurred during the period. One of these is the Stallings Island culture, primarily located
in the Coastal Plain region of Georgia, though it possibly also existed in South Carolina.
The Stallings Island culture is notable for being one of the earliest in North America to
make and utilize pottery, and also has shell mound associations that possibly indicate
ceremonial activity. It is a major component of Southeastern Late Archaic archaeological
knowledge, and it potentially shows some interactive frameworks within the region at
this time. Ceremonial constructions of shell mounds occurred during this time and in the
Stallings Island region. Of note, the Stallings Island sequence has been postulated to have
some interactive frameworks in common with Late Archaic hunter-gatherer groups in the
Piedmont regions of South Carolina and Georgia. Though not necessarily part of the
Stallings Island sequence, there are some contemporary locations in the upper areas of the
Savannah River Valley in which inhabitants may have engaged in exchange networks
with groups that were part of the Stallings Island culture. This is evidenced through
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archaeological findings of materials originally acquired from the Piedmont within
Stallings Island-associated assemblages located well within the Coastal Plain region
(Sassaman et al. 2006:551-552). Although Stallings Island cultural material has so far not
been found in assemblages from Dorn Levee #1, the Stallings Island sequence is
undoubtedly important to acknowledge when discussing the Late Archaic Period in the
Southeast, because of the impact it likely had on regional hunter-gatherer lifeways, and
the lifeways of groups in the periods following it.
It would appear that Late Archaic hunter-gatherer trends move gradually towards
increased sedentism. Evidence for storage procedures and increased site duration through
the presence of thick middens indicate a potential for more intensive site use during this
period. However, these groups also appear to retain residential and logistical mobility
patterns, though probably on a seasonal basis, and over smaller geographic areas, unlike
in previous periods. Also, it would appear that proximity to major stone raw material
quarrying sites was less of a factor in decision-making regarding mobility patterning than
it was in previous periods, such as the Early Archaic. This is possibly evidenced by the
high frequencies of lower-quality raw material types in some Late Archaic assemblages,
much like the one at Dorn Levee #1.
The Late Archaic saw even further changes in the general projectile point trends
that were established in the Middle Archaic. Most often, Late Archaic projectile points
have broad blades, and are usually stemmed. However, they are also sometimes crudely
formed, and exhibit irregularities from both previous point forms, as well as amongst
each other. Late Archaic points in South Carolina also vary greatly in raw material type
(Charles and Moore 2018:51). The variation in stone tool types during this period is not
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well understood, specifically as it concerns the valid placements of these tools in this
particular period, as many of these types are similar to each other. One of the most
common point types during this period is the Savannah River point, which is a large,
heavy stemmed point that is usually made out of locally available raw materials.
Interestingly, very few specimens have shown evidence of re-sharpening or re-working,
indicating that they may have been served mostly as expedient tools (Charles and Moore
2018:53). This is consistent with concurrent trends towards increased sedentism. They
have been recovered from areas across the Southeast, including both inland and coastal
regions (Charles and Moore 2018:53). Several Savannah River points have been found at
Dorn Levee #1, through both excavation and surface collection. At the site, their presence
in situ has helped to accurately delineate the Late Archaic component.
Terminal Archaic Period
The Terminal Archaic encompasses the waning years of the Archaic Period and
the transition into the Early Woodland Period. Previous research involving huntergatherer groups in this period have focused on the potential widespread changes that
occurred here between the Archaic and Woodland Periods, in order to differentiate the
defining characteristics of each. These changes involve rapid population growth,
increased group interaction, growth in use of ceramics, and a perceived increase in
hunter-gatherer group sedentism (Sassaman and Anderson 2004:101). A common
element that has been a catalyst for some of the changes between the three sub-periods of
the Archaic is the increase in total population size in the Southeast during the period, and
how that led to potential changes in general mobility and greater opportunities for multigroup interactions. Though groups during the Terminal Archaic were still engaging in
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characteristic hunter-gatherer activities related to subsistence, research has been
conducted by Woo and Sciulli (2013) that investigated the probable increasing
occurrences of interaction and exchange among these groups, and how that ties into the
development of hardline social stratifications that become more apparent in the
succeeding Woodland and Mississippian Periods. Bioarchaeological investigations of
Terminal Archaic hunter-gatherer groups in Ohio have been conducted in order to gain
insight into burials and grave goods, and to see if these are indicative of a bourgeoning
social class structure (Woo and Sciulli 2013:541). Though some burials appeared to show
evidence for long-distance interaction and exchange networks through the presence of
exotic materials and goods, it was also clear through investigations into degenerative
joint disease in the skeletal remains that this particular group was relatively egalitarian.
Here, it appeared that intra-group inequalities, if any at all, were more attributed to
biological conditions like sex or age, and not to status through control of exotic material
possessions (Woo and Sciulli 2013:541).
The perceived increase in hunter-gatherer group sedentism in the transition period
between the Archaic and Early Woodland has also been investigated. This idea of an
increase in sedentism during this time has been recognized due to the appearance of
ceramics in Terminal Archaic stratigraphic contexts. Of course, a presence of ceramics in
an archaeological context alone is not always indicative of sedentism, but given the
constraints on movement that ceramics present, ceramics often conceptually accompany
sedentary or semi-sedentary lifestyles. Another such indicator for increased sedentism
during this period came from a site in Iowa, in which it was discovered that huntergatherer groups in the area cultivated gourds and little barley. This indicates not only
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another potential activity during this period that sets it apart from previous eras, but also
another factor that may have influenced the desire for hunter-gatherer groups to become
more sedentary (Dunne and Green 1998:45). Paleoethnobotanical remains from Terminal
Archaic sites in Kentucky further show that a proliferation in the use of cultivation
methods that were developed during the Late Archaic occurred into the Early Woodland,
and then further developed from there (Gremillion 1993:169). Though minor, smallscale, or even accidental plant domestication among hunter-gatherer groups probably
occurred through much of the Archaic, the Terminal Archaic most likely witnessed the
increase in deliberate cultivation that is often characteristic of Woodland period
populations. Not much is known about the Terminal Archaic in this region of the
Southeast as of now. It has been postulated that in this region, hunter-gatherer
populations during this time and then into the Early Woodland actually became more
dispersed within the landscape (Sassaman and Anderson 2004:101). With a decrease in
long-distance trade networks due to the effects of the combination of wider group
dispersal and population growth, these groups here may have perhaps been held together
through more local, regional trade networks. Terminal Archaic material from Dorn Levee
#1 may assist in illuminating general behavioral trends that occurred during this time in
the Southeast.
The Terminal Archaic Period is less well-defined than the two periods it sits
between, in that it is often marked as a transitional period. The period is neither wholly
Archaic nor Woodland, but the changes that occurred within it involving increased
sedentism and larger population sizes give it its liminal identity. Given this intermediate
status, point types that have sometimes been attributed to it can also be placed within
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these other two periods, making strict differentiation difficult. One such point type is the
Mack point. Referred to as Gary points in other regions of the United States (Andrew
White personal communication), these points are found throughout South Carolina,
though their attributes appear to differ slightly based on the region. They are usually
large, with contracting stems and straight shoulders. In the Piedmont, most Mack points
are made of rhyolite from Morrow Mountain, though some have been manufactured with
higher-quality quartz (Charles and Moore 2018:62). Many recovered Mack specimens
show indications of heavy re-sharpening procedures. In some cases, points have been resharpened to where the blade almost meets the stem, further showing the apparent
importance of reusing these points. Mack points have been associated with Thoms Creek
pottery in South Carolina (Charles and Moore 2018:60). Thoms Creek pottery, often
found in context with the Late Archaic Stallings Island cultures in South Carolina, is one
of the earliest examples of North American ceramic use among hunter-gatherers, and was
most often used from around 5150-3200 Cal. BP (Gilmore et al. 2018:35). This would
further indicate their correct placement is within this intermediate zone between the Late
Archaic and Early Woodland (Charles and Moore 2018:62). However, at most Piedmont
sites, they are often found within assemblages that have little to no associated ceramics
(Charles and Moore 2018:60-62).
Given that both Savannah River and Mack points were present in the assemblage
for this project from Dorn Levee #1, this is potentially indicative of stratigraphic
“mixing.” Mack points are commonly diagnostic to the Terminal Archaic. Savannah
River points, on the other hand, are often mostly found in Late Archaic contexts (Charles
and Moore 2018:53-55; Ryan 1971:11-12).
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HUNTER-GATHERER COMPLEXITY IN THE SOUTHEAST
From the large amount of evidence supporting an increase in the development of
formative cultures in the Southeast during the Middle, Late, and Terminal Archaic
Periods, it is clear that hunter-gatherer complexity was also increasing. It can be argued
that hunter-gatherer populations in the Southeast trended towards increased complexity as
time went by through the Archaic, though it should not be viewed in such a unilineal
sense (White 2013:122-123).
Many of the Southeastern examples put forward earlier in this chapter can serve
as strong indications of increased hunter-gatherer complexity in a much broader region.
Sites like St. Catherine’s Island and Stallings Island show that complex hunter-gatherers
engaged in large-group aggregation in the so-called “Shell Mound Archaic,” all of which
indicate some form of hunter-gatherer inter-group interaction. The degree to which these
complex hunter-gatherers were socially stratified, autonomous, or intertwined with one
another can be directly affected by the scale by which they are viewed. Sassaman argues
that, when viewed in their own individual contexts, many of these hunter-gatherer groups
appear to be fairly autonomous and egalitarian, but when viewed in a larger Southeastern
context, they appear to all be part of a much larger social and economic complex system
(Sassaman 2004:256-257).
Much of the discourse surrounding the supposed increase in complexity during
these periods relates to potential changes in subsistence patterning at a broad scale (White
2013:122), but there are other changes that have been explored. Focusing on mortuary
patterns in a broad sense has illuminated some evidence for complex hunter-gatherer
group interaction and social stratification. Shell beads appear in many different Late
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Archaic archaeological sites throughout much of the Southeast. It has been argued that
these beads may in fact be representative of the complex socioeconomic systems in place
among sometimes very distant hunter-gatherer groups. Perhaps the beads signify a highly
sought-after trade good that carried with it social, political, or ideological power. Their
presence (or lack thereof) in burials attributed to complex hunter-gatherers in the region
can potentially indicate that these larger cultural systems were known and acknowledged
by groups at massive scale (Sassaman 2004:256-258). It has also been postulated that the
physical placement of mounds and other monumental structures across the landscape and
within sites suggests systems of social complexity. Sassaman further argues that much of
the future research involving the study of the Southeast complex hunter-gatherer groups
should focus on studying the physical layout of mortuary mounds across the landscape, as
well as the layouts of individual community plans and structures (Sassaman 2004:258,
264).
The notion of complex hunter-gatherers in the Southeast during the Archaic is still
very much a developing one. Much like the complexities associated with the huntergatherers of Mesolithic Europe or Coastal California, those attributed to groups from the
Southeast have not yet been clearly defined. It is important, however, to acknowledge
that Dorn Levee #1 was part of a much larger complex environment.
DORN LEVEE #1
Dorn Levee #1 (38FA608) is located in Fairfield County, South Carolina, firmly
within the boundaries of the Piedmont region. It was found in 2015 on an informal
reconnaissance trip on the private property adjacent to the Broad River (White 2020:1).
On this trip, several pieces of debitage and related debris were discovered to be sticking
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out of a fairly well-preserved vertical cut, that was later found to show clearly defined
cultural stratigraphic sequences. Excavations since this time at the site have been mostly
concentrated on opening units in the “upstairs” portion (above the vertical cut wall) and
the “downstairs” portion (at the foot of the wall), while also opening units in the wall
itself to search for archaeological features and help stabilize the site (Figure 3.3 and 3.4).
In the 2017 field season, the major objective was to clarify the overall stratigraphy
present at the site, and to better define the boundaries and extent of possible cultural
material (White 2020:6). In doing this, several layers, including the Middle and
Late/Terminal Archaic Period layers, were exposed and noted due to the presence of
relevant cultural material located within these deposits. In 2018, these deposits were
further investigated, as well as deposits dated to the Early Woodland Period (White
2020:13). 18 archaeological features had been identified by

Figure 3.2 Site Map of Dorn Levee #1 (Graphic by Andrew A. White 2020).
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Figure 3.3 The “Upstairs” Portion of the Site (Photo by Andrew A. White 2020).
the end of the 2018 field season at the site, and some have been successfully excavated at
this point. The feature deposits excavated thus far indicate several types and span several
of the known occupation periods. Many of them are pit features and basins of firecracked rock, but others are deposits of chipped stone material or possibly postholes
(White 2020:22). The site has the potential to show cultural material dated to the Early
Holocene, though the earliest dated deposits so far are Middle Archaic in age.
In work from 2015-2018, 16,146 artifacts have been recovered and preliminarily
analyzed. The major artifact classes found at the site so far include: bone, ceramic
(prehistoric and historic), glass, lithic (chipped stone, ground stone, or other), metal, and
others like burned clay or charcoal. While the other artifact classes are important in
establishing broader background context, lithics are the most important for this particular
thesis, as they serve as the only artifact class that the assemblage in use is comprised of.
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Lithics make up for around 60 percent of the total site artifact assemblage at this point,
and are represented significantly more than any of the other artifact classes. Argillite and
quartz are the most common raw material types in the entire assemblage, as was also the
case with the specific assemblage used for this project, which comes from the Late and
Terminal Archaic Period layers (level 10) in Units 4 and 6, located in the “upstairs”
portion of the site. Also present at the site are rhyolite and chert. Among the lithics
present at the site, the majority of the remains were found within the excavation units that
had been established and were excavated by the field school students. Others came from
surface findings, mixed slumps, or were found within excavated features (Figure 3.5 and
3.6). The diversity of the types of lithic remains that have been found at the site thus far
offer a picture of how stone tools were used at the site during its many periods of
occupation.
Chipped stone, groundstone, and large, chunky lithic remains are all present.
Among the chipped stone, core fragments, debitage, and complete tools have been
recovered, with debitage accounting for the vast majority. Among the larger lithic
remains, soapstone, pebbles, and fire-cracked rock (FCR) were recovered, with most of it
being FCR. Within units 4 and 6, much of the lithic assemblage has been identified as
debitage, although there is still a large amount of what is potentially FCR. From
analytical observation, most of the debitage from Units 4 and 6 associated with the Late
and Terminal Archaic is argillite, although there are some rhyolite pieces, and potential
pieces of chert and other metavolcanic materials. However, there are also several pieces
of chipped stone debris that are quartz, usually either crystal or rose-colored. Among
what has been determined as FCR, nearly all of it is quartz. Again, the diversity in the
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types of chipped stone debris, with debitage, cores, and FCR present, potentially indicates
a wider variety of activities related to stone tool production could have occurred at the
site.

Figure 3.4 General Stratigraphic Sequence of Dorn Levee #1
(Graphic by Andrew A. White 2020).
Although the exact assemblage for this project consists mostly of debitage and
FCR, it is important to lay out the specific completed tool types that have been found thus
far at Dorn Levee #1, with particular attention given to those that are associated with the
Late and Terminal Archaic. Hafted bifaces make up the majority of the completed tools
that have been recovered so far, and among them, they span several chronological
periods, suggesting that the site was used over the course of thousands of years. From the
earliest period of occupation (that is known so far) from the site, a few Kirk points were
recovered. These are generally diagnostic to the Early Archaic. Following this, a total of
eight Middle Archaic hafted bifaces were recovered, with Morrow Mountain and
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Guilford points being the two types present. Five points associated with the Late Archaic
were

Figure 3.5 Feature 11 of Unit 6 (Graphic by Andrew A. White 2020).

Figure 3.6 Feature 12 of Unit 4 (Graphic by Andrew A. White 2020).
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recovered, with all of them being Savannah River points, which are common during this
period (Figure 3.7). There are 4 Terminal Archaic points, all of them coming from either
Unit 4 and 6, and have all been identified as Mack points (Figure 3.8).

Figure 3.7 Savannah River Points from 38FA608 (Left Four
Unidentified, Far-Right Argillite) (Photo by Andrew A. White 2020).

Figure 3.8 Mack Points from 38FA608 (Left Three Quartz, FarRight Rhyolite) (Photo by Andrew A. White 2020).
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From the next layer, encompassing the Woodland and Mississippian periods,
there were four total hafted bifaces, with two being triangular points and the other two
being stone axes. Finally, thirteen hafted bifaces were classified as indeterminate,
although there are potentially several more Savannah River and Mack points within this
class (White 2020:47-56).
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CHAPTER 4
MATERIALS, METHODS, AND ANALYSIS
The lithic assemblage from units 4 and 6 at the Dorn Levee #1 site (38FA608)
contains 1,441 pieces of chipped stone, including knapping debitage, tools, cores, and
quartz fire-cracked rock that may or may not be related to lithic reduction processes. This
chapter will describe the assemblage and the various methods used in my analysis. In this
chapter, I will describe the debitage from this assemblage in three dimensions: raw
material type, mode of reduction, and size. These particular dimensions were used
because they best assist in answering the research questions posed within this project,
which are: (1) What were the mobility patterns and behaviors among hunter-gatherers
that led to the formation of the combined Late and Terminal Archaic at Dorn Levee #1?,
(2) how was the site of Dorn Levee #1 used during these times, and how does the lithic
assemblage from that layer inform this?, and (3) what can interpretations of Dorn Levee
#1 through this analysis speak to regarding broader hunter-gatherer movements in the
Southeast?
METHODOLOGY
Flintknapping is an inherently reductive process in which pieces of stone are
chipped away from larger pieces in order to produce useable tools. The debitage from
flintknapping is the most common artifact type in prehistoric sites occupied by mobile
hunter-gatherers. Since flintknappers take the finished tools with them as they engage in
movements, debitage is often the only evidence for technology. It is also usually found in
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primary contexts. Much of the earlier research on flintknapping debitage focused
on the creation of bifaces and projectile points. Experimental archaeologists have
collected debitage during episodes of flintknapping in order to best figure out what kinds
of waste material were produced during the different stages in the entire process.
Typologies of flakes were based on the attributes of the flakes that were produced during
these stages. Analyses of archaeological material that used these stage attributes were
often problematic, because identifying attributes can be highly subjective, and different
analysts prioritized different attributes in their identifications, making comparisons
between sites difficult. It was also apparent that different kinds of lithic raw materials
fracture in many different ways, and can be used to make different varieties of tools,
complicating the simple associations upon which stages methodologies are based.
Later analyses found that all flake types can be potentially produced at all stages
of reduction, which indicated a complex relationship between debitage and stone tool
production. Lithic scatters rarely represent a single episode of flintknapping, but are
nonetheless accumulations of lithic debris that may have resulted from the various
processes of making, repairing, re-sharpening, and re-conditioning tools by unknown
numbers of individuals over unknown periods of time. These unknowable factors are
compounded by the large amount of time it takes to record significant attributes on the
vast amount of debitage that is produced in even relatively minor episodes of
flintknapping, a factor that can make detailed analysis somewhat impractical for most
archaeological purposes (Ahler 1989:86-87; Shott 1994:77-78; Sullivan and Rozen
1985).
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For all of these reasons, later lithics-based methodologies emphasized methods of
analysis that were simplified to be faster, to not make assumptions about possible stages
of manufacture, and to be objective, replicable, and therefore comparable. Sullivan and
Rozen (1985) developed one of the earliest and most widely used methods for analyzing
lithic debitage by separating assemblages into flake and non-flake debris, and then
looking at the proportions of complete, broken, and fragmentary flakes. Ahler’s (1989)
aggregate method simplified the process of measuring flakes through using flake weight,
rather than length, width, or thickness.
I have adapted the Sullivan and Rozen (1985) and Ahler (1989) methods in the
analysis of Dorn Levee #1. The Sullivan and Rozen (1985) method separates debitage
into categories based on discrete observable attributes. This differs from a more
traditional categorical system where debitage is classified into primary, secondary, or
tertiary categories based on the amount of cortex present on each piece. Information on
cortex amount may be useful, but its absence on debitage does not necessarily indicate
later stage reduction. The assemblage for this project from Dorn Levee #1 has four
different types of lithic raw material, most of which do not produce cortex to the same
degree that pieces of chert do, making recording cortex irrelevant for comparing flaking
technology across the raw material types. It also mitigates the confounding effects of
recording the loaded and subjective flake attributes.
I used Ahler’s (1989) method of utilizing debitage weights rather than linear
measurements to describe flake size. Rather than using the full aggregate of the
assemblage at Dorn Levee #1, I have adapted Ahler’s method by separating debitage by
raw material type, then by flake type and recording counts and weights within those
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specific categories. This has enabled me to compare the ways in which each of the raw
material types were used rather than just describing the entire assemblage as a whole.
Standard mass analysis often uses sieves to separate stone debitage by size, however,
given that this assemblage was relatively heterogenous and is somewhat smaller based on
count, measuring size through mass analysis was most likely not the most thorough
approach. Weight is most appropriately aligned with the differences one may see
depending on mode of reduction (Andrefsky 1998:96).
These adaptations of the two methods enable me to address the issues of huntergatherer mobility and site use from the perspective of lithic resource availability and the
specific properties of the lithic raw materials. The completed projectile points from the
Late and Terminal Archaic found at Dorn Levee #1 indicate that the raw materials were a
major consideration in tool-making. However, the debitage is capable of addressing
mobility and use issues that go beyond the production of points. These points are useful
in that they help to determine the age of the layers in question as Late and Terminal
Archaic, and they help to formulate interpretations regarding assemblage formation as it
relates to specific occupation activities.
This assemblage from Dorn Levee #1 consists of 1,441 pieces of lithic debitage. It
had already been bagged by Field Specimen (FS) number, and separated into quartz and
non-quartz raw material groups when I began my lab analysis. I began my initial analysis
with the non-quartz group, maintaining the group separation by FS number, but then
grouping more specifically based on different criteria as more potential groupings
occurred. My first pass of the analysis involved simple sorting. I started with the largest
bag, and from there I began to sort the debitage by raw material type, ignoring (for now)
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the debitage reduction mode or size. I recorded raw counts of debitage pieces per raw
material type, and created and labeled new artifact bags. This pass was crucial for any of
the future passes, as the separations that I made at this stage persisted moving forward.
Upon finishing this step, I did the same with the quartz, which went much more quickly.
This involved simply checking each piece of quartz to confirm that they were actually
quartz, and then obtaining the total count.
RAW MATERIALS
Four types of raw materials are represented in the debitage: argillite, rhyolite,
quartz, and non-argillite/rhyolite (Table 4.1).
Table 4.1 Distribution of Raw Material Types in Total Assemblage.
Raw Material
Argillite
Quartz
NonArgillite/Rhyolite
Rhyolite
Total

n
747
426
184

% of Total
Assemblage
51.8
29.6
12.8

84

5.8

1441

100.0

Argillite
By far the most common raw material present in this assemblage was argillite,
with a total of 747 pieces and representing around 51.8% of the total (Table 4.1).
Argillite is lithified clay and similar related minerals that have been built up
through large amounts of time. They are generally very compact, and are most often
sedimentary in nature, but they can sometimes be metamorphosed. Similar to shale,
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argillite is mostly composed of clay deposits (Dietrich 2011). Due to its clay-like nature,
argillite often seems “sheet-like,” in that it can appear to feel layered.
Argillite is a common raw material for stone tool production at other sites in the
Southeast and around the world, and has been used in the past by hunter-gatherer
populations for this very reason (Jacomb et al. 2010:25; Strauss 1989:25). It has been
called a “low-grade” raw material resource when it comes to its use among huntergatherers for tool-making industry (Strauss 1989:25). Given that argillite may not be
well-suited for finer flaking processes or even re-sharpening due to its clay-based nature,
this may account for the relative lack of these smaller re-sharpening flakes of argillite
within the assemblage. It may also account for the higher proportion of complete flakes
of argillite from this assemblage.
Argillite is a locally-sourced raw material in the South Carolina Piedmont, which
may explain its abundance in this assemblage. The Carolina Terrane geological section of
South Carolina, within which Dorn Levee #1 is located, contains higher amounts of
clastic and pyroclastic rocks, which includes argillite (SCDNR Geological Survey). This
would indicate that natural outcroppings of argillite would have been locally available to
the inhabitants of Dorn Levee #1. Argillite is sometimes characterized by a brown,
greenish coloration, with some pieces being quite hard and smooth, while others being of
a rougher texture and soft structure. Much like with the quartz, the larger pieces may
represent cores (a stone piece from which sharper flakes may be removed), while the
smaller ones, which were much more angular, certainly appeared to be chipped pieces
created in more advanced-stage tool production.
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Quartz
Quartz was the second most common raw material type present in the assemblage.
Quartz is a crystalline stone raw material that can often occur in and around other types
of igneous rocks. That it occurs naturally and within and around other types of rock
formations may account for its apparent abundance all over the world, albeit sometimes
in different forms. Quartz, in its raw material form, is found throughout North America,
and large chunks are present in the area outside of and around the site of Dorn Levee #1.
In the Southeastern Piedmont, quartz occurs as a very well-utilized raw material source.
One of the major diagnostic points in this assemblage is a Mack point that is made
out of quartz and shows evidence of significant re-sharpening on both sides. Given the
relatively large amount of naturally occurring quartz around the site, this is somewhat
unsurprising. Although it is not uncommon to find stone tools from archaeological sites
in this region that are made out of quartz, quartz has long been difficult to analyze within
archaeological contexts because quartz fracture patterns can sometimes make quartz
debitage look more “amorphous” than that of other raw material types, leading to
difficulties in analysis. Quartz fracturing tends to produce a “gravel effect,” meaning it
can often fracture irregularly and produce blocky chunks. The macrocrystalline nature of
quartz accounts for this. Items classified as quartz debris may actually often be actual
flake fragments (Driscoll 2011:734). The fracture properties associated with quartz may
not have been an issue to prehistoric people who worked it and used it, because they may
have utilized what archaeologists view as debris as legitimate, intentional lithic tools.
Quartz has been an important lithic raw material throughout prehistory in most of the
world.
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The 426 quartz pieces in this assemblage were most often opaque white. Some of
the quartz showed a faint, light pink coloration, potentially indicating either the presence
of rose quartz or quartz that had been heated. Quartz can often become pink in color due
to a variety of factors, including the presence of ions within it, the transfer of chemical
charges, or mineral inclusions (Goreva et al. 2001:466). There was also a significant
number of small quartz pieces that exhibited more qualities associated with crystal
quartz, given that they were completely translucent and clear. These pieces appear to
have been the result of knapping processes for tool-making. The largest pieces in the
overall assemblage were almost all quartz, and some of these pieces had much of their
cortex still present, possibly suggesting these could have been large, early-stage debitage
pieces or fire-cracked rock (FCR). The quartz debitage in the assemblage is
representative of both lithic debitage production as well as FCR. It is difficult to
determine the ratio of debitage to FCR in this assemblage (White 2020:44).
Non-argillite, quartz, or rhyolite
The third most common raw material in the assemblage was the indeterminate,
unidentifiable, and non-argillite, quartz, or rhyolite category. There was a total of 184
pieces in this category, making up about 12.7% of the assemblage (Table 4.1).
This category of raw material was created out of convenience for pieces whose
raw material was difficult or impossible to determine because they were either too small
to analyze properly, and/or did not match any of the known major raw material types in
the region. It is possible that this category contains chert debitage material, however I
was at this time unable to be certain. Due to the relatively small amount of debitage
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within this category, and given just how mixed the material appeared to be, I decided to
keep it within one single category for the purposes of this project.
Rhyolite
Rhyolite is a type of metamorphosed volcanic stone. Rhyolite produced from preCambrian lava flows in the Uwharrie Mountains, and specifically the Morrow Mountain
area have been the primary source of rhyolite for prehistoric people since the Early
Archaic Period (Daniel and Butler 1996:1-5, 35). The larger complex that the Morrow
Mountain region is a part of is known as the Carolina Slate Belt, an area which stretches
from Virginia to Georgia (Daniel and Butler 1996:1-5). The rhyolite samples in the
assemblage from Dorn Levee #1 exhibit the grey color, smooth texture and, on larger
pieces, the pale grey or white flow banding that is characteristic of Morrow Mountain
rhyolite (Daniel and Butler 1996:9).
Rhyolite varies in texture, but fine-grained varieties fracture conchoidally and are
considered to be a “good-to-excellent” raw material for the production of stone tools
(Daniel and Butler 1996:5). The presence of Morrow Mountain rhyolite at prehistoric
sites throughout much of the Southeast indicates that it was an important raw material in
lithic tool production.
I was more easily able to identify rhyolite in this assemblage due to its bluish-gray
coloration and often smooth texture. Much of the rhyolite pieces present were smaller and
flake-like, and no cores appeared to be present. There were 84 total pieces of rhyolite in
the assemblage, accounting for about 5.8% of the assemblage (Table 4.1).
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DEBITAGE TYPE
The next stage of analysis involved separating the different raw materials into
debitage types based on the Sullivan and Rozen (1985) method. With these features, the
Sullivan and Rozen system is able to create four debitage typological categories:
1. Complete flakes have intact margins, a point of applied force, and a single
interior surface.
2. Broken flakes have intact margins and a single interior surface, but the point
of applied force is missing.
3. Flake fragments have a single interior surface but no point of applied force
and the margins are not intact.
4. Debris is amorphous debitage that has none of the flake features listed above.
Table 4.2 lists the debitage types in the total assemblage. Tables 4.3-4.7 list the
debitage types by raw material type.
Table 4.2 Distribution of Debitage Types in Total Assemblage.
Sullivan and
Rozen Type
Complete Flake
Broken Flake
Flake Fragment
Debris
Total

n
496
212
297
436

% of Total
Assemblage
34.4
14.7
20.6
30.3

1441

100.0

The most frequently occurring debitage type in the assemblage was the complete
flake, followed by debris, flake fragments, and broken flakes, respectively. Among the
present raw material types in the assemblage, rhyolite had the highest proportion of
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Table 4.3 Distribution of Debitage Types by Raw Material Type in Total Assemblage.
Raw Material

Complete Broken
Flake
Debris
Total
Flake
Flake
Fragment
Debitage
n
%
n
%
n
%
n
%
293 20.3 127 8.8 166 11.5 161 11.2
747
37 2.6 17 1.2 16 1.1 14 1.0
84
54 3.7 17 1.2 35 2.4 78 5.4
184

Argillite
Rhyolite
NonArgillite/Rhyolite
Quartz
112
Total

7.8

51

3.5

80

5.5 183 12.7

426

496 34.4 212 14.7 297 20.6 436 30.2

1441

Table 4.4 Distribution of Debitage Types in Argillite.
Sullivan and Rozen
Type
Complete Flake
Broken Flake
Flake Fragment
Debris

n

% of Total Argillite

293
127
166
161

39.2
17.0
22.2
21.5

Total

747

100.0

Table 4.5 Distribution of Debitage Types in Quartz.
Sullivan and Rozen
Type
Complete Flake
Broken Flake
Flake Fragment
Debris

n

% of Total Quartz

112
51
80
183

26.3
12.0
18.8
43.0

Total

426

100.0

Table 4.6 Distribution of Debitage Types in Rhyolite.
Sullivan and Rozen
Type
Complete Flake
Broken Flake
Flake Fragment
Debris

n

% of Total Rhyolite

37
17
16
14

44.0
20.2
19.0
16.7

Total

84

100.0

80

Table 4.7 Distribution of Debitage Types in Non-Argillite/Rhyolite.
Sullivan and Rozen
Type
Complete Flake
Broken Flake
Flake Fragment
Debris
Total

n
54
17
35
78

% of Total NonArgillite/Rhyolite
29.3
9.2
19.0
42.4

184

100.0

complete flakes, followed by argillite, the unidentifiable category, and quartz,
respectively. Also of note is that quartz had the highest proportion of debris among the
raw material types.
SIZE METRICS
Table 4.8 Weights in Grams by Raw Material Type in Total Assemblage.
Raw Material
Argillite
Rhyolite
Non-Argillite/Rhyolite
Quartz
Total

Total (g)
1826.3
74.9
475.0
2027.4

%
41.5
1.7
10.8
46.4

4403.6

100.0

Quartz had the highest average weight among the raw material types, at nearly
twice the weight of non-argillite/rhyolite and argillite which were the next highest types.
Table 4.8 shows the total weights in grams of each type of raw material present in the
assemblage, and then provides the total percent of each weight in the assemblage.
Obviously, since they were the most common raw material type present, the weights of
the argillite and quartz constitute a huge proportion of the total weight.
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Table 4.9 Mean Weights in Grams by Raw Material Type in Total Assemblage.
Raw Material
Argillite
Rhyolite
NonArgillite/Rhyolite
Quartz
Total

n
747
84
184

Total (g)
1826.3
74.9
475.0

Mean (g)
2.4
0.9
2.6

426

2027.4

4.8

1441

4403.6

Table 4.10 Weights in Grams by Debitage Type in Total Assemblage.
Sullivan and
Rozen Type
Complete Flake
Broken Flake
Flake Fragment
Debris
Total

n

Total (g)

Mean (g)

496
212
297
436

883.0
410.6
530.0
2579.9

1.8
1.9
1.8
5.9

1441

4403.6

Table 4.9 shows the mean weights in grams of each raw material type present in
the assemblage. This table is helpful in demonstrating the mean weights of each piece of
debitage when broken down by raw material type.
Table 4.10 shows the distribution of weight by Sullivan and Rozen debitage type.
Unsurprisingly, the largest average piece size was in the debris category, but it is
interesting that overall, complete flakes, broken flakes, and flake fragments were similar
and consistent in size estimated by weight.
Table 4.11 provides a quantitative breakdown of total weights and mean weights
of debitage types by raw material type. Argillite had consistently large flaking debris,
although the largest complete flakes were in the non-argillite/rhyolite category, while
rhyolite had the smallest complete flakes and flake fragments.
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Table 4.11 Weights in Grams by Debitage Type and Raw Material Type in Total
Assemblage.
Raw Material

Argillite
Rhyolite
NonArgillite/Rhyolite
Quartz

Complete
Flake
Total Mean
(g)
(g)
653.2
2.2
21.7
0.6
135.1
2.5
73.0

0.6

Broken
Flake
Total Mean
(g)
(g)
319.5
2.5
33.1
1.9
18.0
1.1
39.9

Flake
Debris
Fragment
Total Mean Total Mean
(g)
(g)
(g)
(g)
380.0
2.3 473.5
2.9
14.9
0.9
5.1
0.4
34.4
1.0 287.5
3.7

0.8 100.7

1.3 1813.8

9.9

ANALYSIS
The primary purpose of this analysis is to determine hunter-gatherer mobility and
site use at Dorn Levee #1 during the Late and Terminal Archaic Periods on the basis of
the lithic debitage left behind. In order to tie this information in with what it can indicate
regarding hunter-gatherer mobility at the site, the debitage will be viewed through
Stevenson’s (1985) model of site formation activities, which analyses the stage of
reduction for an assemblage of lithic debitage and uses the relative proportions of the
resulting primary, secondary, and tertiary debitage to determine the phase of site
occupation that the assemblage represents. The major phases are divided into three parts:
initial phase, exploitation phase, and abandonment phase. These phases represent distinct
hunter-gatherer activity periods that can be identified through the makeup of debitage.
The initial occupation phase is associated with preliminary stone tool production, and
debitage produced from early stages of reduction. A predominance of “primary” debitage
should be expected here, though all may be present in varying degrees. Also potentially
present are worn-down complete tools that were produced elsewhere. The exploitation
phase is associated with activities related to a wide range of hunter-gatherer behaviors.
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This phase generally has the longest duration and represents the full utilization of the site
for various purposes. An exploitation phase debitage assemblage may contain a relatively
even distribution of primary, secondary, tertiary flakes, and debris. The abandonment
phase is generally when hunter-gatherers engage in last-minute operations before
departing the site. Abandonment could be a seasonally-based residential move or the end
processes of a single event, possibly one that involved a small group engaging in
knapping activities for a short time at the edge or in the outskirts of a larger residential
site. In the abandonment phase, higher amounts of smaller re-sharpening flakes are
produced as hunter-gatherers make repair adjustments to tools that they will take away
with them as they leave the area or site. I argue here that the combined factors of debitage
size and raw material type can be observed in conjunction in order to utilize Stevenson’s
(1985) model on this assemblage. While my analysis does not focus on cortex as it relates
to mode of reduction, it does draw on Stevenson’s arguments based on debitage size, as
well as other models based on raw material type.
Stevenson’s (1985) activity stages are useful for this analysis because they assist
in determining not only the nature of the site and its usability, but also the patterns of
mobility of those groups that contributed to its formation. It provides further insight into
the minutiae of the lifeways of hunter-gatherers. In order to apply Stevenson’s model to
Dorn Levee #1, I have had to modify debitage expectations because the Sullivan and
Rozen method does not utilize the concept of primary, secondary, and tertiary debitage.
Instead, I have used characteristics such as debitage size, debitage type, and raw material
type. Because the raw materials in the assemblage can speak to different analytical
questions about the assemblage as a whole, this section will be organized by raw material
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type. This section will also discuss the implications of applying Stevenson’s model
relating to assemblage-specific formation activities and activity phases.
Although the Sullivan and Rozen method does not record cortex on debitage, an
attribute that is important to the Stevenson model, it should be mentioned that very little
of the debitage in the assemblage had any cortex on it. Raw materials such as argillite and
rhyolite that are produced in beds rather than as nodules will not necessarily be brought
back from the quarry with intact cortex layers, so while the presence of cortex may
indicate early-stage flintknapping, the absence of cortex in bedded lithic materials does
not necessarily indicate the opposite. While Stevenson and other stage-related analyses
would consider my assemblage to consist only of late-stage debitage simply on the basis
of the absence of cortex, I must study other aspects of the assemblage before I can reach
that conclusion.
Argillite
Argillite is the most common raw material type present in the assemblage by
number of pieces (34%) and the second most common by weight (41.47%). Argillite is a
low-quality raw material that is abundant in the immediate area of Dorn Levee #1,
suggesting that it was locally-sourced. It has been seen in both archaeological and
ethnographic examples that hunter-gatherer groups tend to utilize higher quantities of raw
materials that are locally available to them as compared to their use of raw materials that
require longer distances to acquire (Gould 1980:134). When reflected in archaeological
assemblages, one may expect to find higher amounts of lithic debitage of local raw
material origin when these local materials are readily abundant in the area. It has been
argued that convenience and “ease of procurement” are significantly more important to
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hunter-gatherer groups than other factors in determining what types of raw materials
should be used in tool manufacture (Andrefsky 1998:222; Gould 1980:134). This may
account for the relatively high amounts of argillite in this assemblage.
Debitage size can be a strong indicator of reduction phase (Andrefsky 1998:96).
Typically, as cores are reduced into tools and debitage is created, debitage becomes
smaller in size as the reduction phases progress. This is important because it can further
help to indicate what sorts of tools are being created, which assists in understanding
hunter-gatherer behavior. As was stated in before, highly-mobile hunter-gatherer groups
were more likely to produce higher proportions of formal tools that could be portable and
last for a longer time, while hunter-gatherer groups that were generally less mobile were
more likely to produce more expedient stone tools (Bleed 1986:741; Kelly and Todd
1988:237-238; Odell 1998:555). With this, one may expect higher amounts of smaller
flakes (later reduction, re-sharpening, etc.) in an assemblage of more mobile huntergatherers, while one may find higher amounts of larger flakes (early reduction) in an
assemblage of more sedentary hunter-gatherers. One may also expect to find relatively
even flake size distributions in an assemblage of more sedentary hunter-gatherers. More
mobile groups would engage in re-sharpening and re-working already completed tools in
order to gain more use out of them, while more sedentary groups would focus on the
production of more crude expedient tools, possibly because they may be more
consistently located in an area where they have access to raw materials (Andrefsky
1998:218). When looking at the argillite debitage in the assemblage, the data shows that
debitage weights remain fairly consistent between the Sullivan and Rozen categories,
even though complete flakes and debris are the most dominant debitage type (Table
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4.11). This shows that a debitage type as determined through the Sullivan and Rozen
typology can occur at any stage of the reduction process, indicating the importance of
size. However, complete flakes and debris have been shown to occur more often with
early stage core reduction, while broken flakes and flake fragments occur more often with
more minute tool shaping and re-sharpening (Sullivan and Rozen 1985:773).
The consistent mean weights across the debitage categories makes it more
difficult to determine phase of reduction, which itself is useful in determining duration of
occupation. When looking at the mean weights of the argillite debitage generally,
however, it would appear that the hunter-gatherers are working larger pieces throughout
the entire process of reduction. That is significant because it shows that these people were
most likely bringing in larger pieces of the unworked raw material to the site in order to
engage in knapping activities. Its abundance in the area would have facilitated easy
transfer of larger amounts of unworked argillite to the site and knapping area, which
would probably account for the higher amounts of total argillite in the assemblage. The
higher proportions of argillite non-flake debris suggest that these groups were working
argillite into tools from start to finish fairly consistently. Generally, debitage size should
shift from larger to smaller throughout the process of reduction, however, the argillite
flakes in this assemblage are roughly the same size (Figure 4.1). This is perhaps even
more significant considering that broken flakes and flake fragments are often portions of
even larger flakes. The lack of small flakes can be explained by the fact that argillite
would not have been suited for finer re-sharpening processes. Argillite Savannah River
points from the site do not have significant evidence for re-sharpening, even though resharpening is evident on quartz Mack points.

87

The poor quality of the raw material, its relative abundance in the immediate area
of Dorn Levee #1, its consistent (and relatively high) mean weights across categories, its
higher proportions of complete flakes and debris, and the lack of apparent re-sharpening
attributes on the Savannah River points, potentially indicate that all phases of the
reduction process are present within the argillite debitage. The argillite evidence suggests
that some degree of opportunistic tool-making was occurring at Dorn Levee #1 during the
Late Archaic, the period in which hunter-gatherers would have been using argillite to
craft Savannah River points. A reduction in the presence of highly formalized toolkits
and an increase in the utilization of locally available raw materials is characteristic of less
mobile peoples (Andrefsky 1998:228), suggesting that the Late Archaic Period huntergatherers at Dorn Levee #1 engaged in some degree of sedentism even if the site was not
their primary residence.
Rhyolite
Rhyolite is considered to be a high-quality raw material for tool-making purposes.
As was mentioned prior, rhyolite is not local to the immediate area surrounding Dorn
Levee #1, nor is it local to the state of South Carolina. Rhyolite appears frequently in the
archaeological record, often far outside of the original quarrying area, suggesting that
rhyolite was valuable for its high knapping quality, and was an important commodity for
exchange between hunter-gatherer groups in the Archaic. Evidence from this analysis
suggests that rhyolite was used quite carefully and sparingly at the site.
Rhyolite is the least common raw material in the assemblage. By weight, it
accounts for only 1.7% of the total. Almost all the rhyolite flakes in this assemblage
regardless of debitage type are smaller than those of other raw material types, but
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complete flakes are dramatically smaller. Rhyolite non-flake debris comprises less than
1% of the total assemblage, and the mean weight of rhyolite non-flake debris is only .37
grams (Figure 4.1). The relative size of the rhyolite debitage shows that it was unlikely to
have been the product of early-stage lithic reduction, and much more likely to have
resulted from reworking and re-sharpening tools that were brought onto the site. The
presence of rhyolite, a high-quality, exotic raw material that appears only as very small
flake debitage, suggests that rhyolite tools were more formal and heavily curated than
other tools. The careful knapping of rhyolite conserved a high-quality raw material. Part
of the value of rhyolite may have been its ability to produce a durable, sharp edge, and
tools made from it were particularly useful for specific purposes.
The only complete rhyolite tool that is associated with the assemblage is a Mack
point diagnostic to the Terminal Archaic. Though it is so far the only rhyolite Mack point
recovered from Dorn Levee #1, there is potential that more could be found in other
sections of the site. Given the rhyolite size data from the assemblage and the relatively
smaller complete flakes, it is possible that this Mack point or other rhyolite points were
manufactured and possibly completed elsewhere. Given that some of the debitage
indicates re-sharpening due to size, it is possible that more formal rhyolite tools were
produced.
Non-argillite, quartz, or rhyolite
This raw material category is difficult to analyze in a similar manner as the others
thus far. The nature of the category being such a mixed-bag of raw material types further
adds to the difficulty of identifying potential areas of sourcing for them. The data
indicates that this category contains comparatively large complete flakes, which may
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show that it was brought to the site from elsewhere in order to produce expedient tools
through early-stage reduction processes (Figure 4.1). It is possible that some of the
debitage from this category is chert from different areas of the Southeast. Since it was not
identified as such during the tabulations, chert will not be part of the debitage analysis for
this project.
Quartz
Determining duration of occupation and relative mobility or sedentism through
the quartz in this assemblage is not so clear-cut. Quartz was also very abundant within the
assemblage, and can also be quite easily obtained from the immediate area of Dorn Levee
#1. Following the patterns noted by Andrefsky (1998) and Gould (1980), the relative
quantities of quartz within this assemblage are unsurprising given its abundance in the
area, and the apparent inclinations of hunter-gatherer groups to use more convenient raw
materials over more foreign materials even if it results in sacrificing raw material quality.
Unlike the argillite in the assemblage, however, there are potential indicators present with
the quartz that may point to it being utilized in different ways.
As was noted before, quartz does not always fracture in a manner that is
conducive to tool-making. Quartz debitage tends to be blocky in nature, which can make
it difficult to accurately discern attributes related to deliberate tool manufacturing. Due to
this, quartz debitage does not always show attributes related to complete flakes, broken
flakes, or fragmentary flakes, even if it was being used for tool-making. This can be seen
in the quartz debitage data from this assemblage. The debris category for quartz has the
highest proportion of the total quartz debitage here, which is unsurprising given how
difficult it can be to identify the attributes needed to qualify quartz as being of a specific
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flake type. Additionally, the mean weight of the quartz debris is much higher than the
mean weights for the quartz flakes (Figure 4.1). This potentially indicates that much of
the debitage from these categories is the product of later-stage reduction or re-sharpening
procedures. Although the quartz in the assemblage has high proportions relative to
rhyolite and non-argillite/rhyolite, it would still appear that the small sizes within three of
the quartz debitage categories indicate increased curation of quartz tools.
This assertion can be corroborated by the quartz diagnostic points associated with
the assemblage. Most of these quartz tools are Mack points, and they show signs of heavy
reworking and repair along the blades. This evidence supports the case for much of the
quartz flakes being the product of later-stage reduction or re-sharpening activities. It is
possible that, though there is a large amount of potential quartz raw material in the
immediate area of Dorn Levee #1, some of the quartz debitage is associated with tools
that were initially manufactured elsewhere. That would account for the relative lack of
large and heavy complete flakes within the quartz assemblage. These hunter-gatherers
may have been re-shaping these quartz Mack points into new and useable forms.

Figure 4.1 Mean Weights in grams of debitage categories broken down by raw
material type (Figure by Robert Lyerly).
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FIRE-CRACKED ROCK (FCR)
The lithic assemblage contains a significant amount of material that appears to
have been affected by heating. Fire-cracked rock, or FCR, is most often produced through
the process of indirect heating, and has been recognized in the prehistoric archaeological
record. Indirect heating involves boiling water by heating stones on a fire and putting
them into a container or lined pit filled with water. Water can be brought to its boiling
point by this method. Heated stones often fracture when they come into contact with the
water, producing a somewhat characteristic fracture pattern. This pattern creates blocky
chunks, and is visibly different from the smooth, clean fracturing that can be attributed to
flaking procedures. Stone boiling is one of the primary activities associated with FCR
(Skibo et al. 2009:52-54). The presence of FCR in this assemblage calls into question the
nature of the quartz debitage. A large proportion of the assemblage showed signs of
heating or heat-related damage, which may account for the high frequency of quartz
pieces that fell into the “debris” category. Quartz has been shown to be a good heat
conductor, and holds heat for some time longer than other types of raw material. Much of
this quartz shatter was colored and fractured in such a way that indicates it may be a
byproduct of indirect heating. Experiments of heat-treating quartz have shown that
exposure to heat can cause quartz to discolor into shades of red or black (Figure 4.2), and
can also cause the material to craze, meaning it developed small cracks (Graesch et al.
2014:181-191). The pieces of quartz that clearly appeared to be a result of knapping, toolmaking procedures, mostly did not indicate that they were also used for indirect heating,
in that they were clearly percussion flakes and were usually white or clear. It is likely that
some
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Figure 4.2 Discolored quartz
flaking debris from the assemblage
(Photo by Robert Lyerly).
of the quartz in the assemblage is FCR, while others are flakes. This does not necessarily
change the analysis procedures for this assemblage. All pieces of quartz were analyzed as
if they were flakes through the use of the Sullivan and Rozen (1985) system, but it is
probable that the larger quartz pieces that were classified as debris are simply shatter
from indirect heating. The presence of this FCR within the assemblage adds new
dimensions towards formulating interpretations of the assemblage and the site.
FCR is also presumed to be a major method of water-boiling before the wider
proliferation of ceramic vessels that would have potentially facilitated the boiling of
vessel contents. Due to FCR’s association with cooking activities, it has been postulated
that its presence in archaeological sites can potentially indicate evidence for duration of
stay at a particular site, and also help to illuminate potential group foodways (Graesch et
al. 2014:168).
FCR can also be indicative of the “intensity of site use” at hunter-gatherer sites
(Jensen et al. 1999:51). While related to the idea that the presence of FCR can sometimes
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indicate the duration of stay at a site, analyzing site use intensity through FCR can help to
better pin down how activities that produce FCR can influence the ways in which
duration of stay can be interpreted. A large amount of FCR in an assemblage from a
hunter-gatherer site does not necessarily indicate that the site was used for an extended
period of time. For example, a site that was used intensively for a shorter time, in which
many individuals engaged in indirect heating procedures simultaneously, may produce
large amounts of FCR simply due to the high intensity at which it was utilized during a
short period. Large amounts of FCR present in an assemblage could also potentially
indicate a longer duration of stay at a site, but with less intensity, since a longer duration
would require more routine cooking procedures that use FCR for heating (Jensen et al.
1999:61). Given what is known about general hunter-gatherer group behavior, it is
probably unlikely that large amounts of FCR would be found at a quick, very temporary
site, or even a butchering site or kill site, unless the site was used intensively during that
shorter duration. The presence of FCR indicates a deliberate use of indirect heating, most
likely meaning that water boiling occurred, thereby possibly indicating cooking
procedures. Boiling may have also been utilized as a method to render animal fat from
hunted game.
It is also possible that FCR can be related to hearth features. Feature 12, located in
Unit 4, was determined to be a small basin associated with burned clay and charcoal,
which could have been a Late or Terminal Archaic indirect heating pit or hearth (White
2020:22). Feature 12 is located in the same unit and near the same stratigraphic sequence
that the assemblage for this project is from. Though hearths can be related to cooking
procedures, they certainly are not only used for that, as they can also just be fire pits, with
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stones surrounding them to ensure the fire does not spread. Differentiating between FCR
associated with indirect heating and FCR associated with hearth stones can be difficult.
Analysis conducted using experimentally-created FCR indicated that there are few visible
differences in the physical appearances of FCR that is created through indirect heating or
hearth use. Stone cobbles that were exposed to heat for longer durations, much like those
used in hearths would be, did crack into smaller stone pieces than did FCR used in
boiling water for indirect heating, however (Graesch et al. 2014:183). Regardless of the
means by which FCR was created at archaeological sites, its presence can help to
illuminate the degree to which a site was utilized by hunter-gatherer groups. Further
research into the FCR at Dorn Levee #1 is needed in order to accurately determine its role
in recognizing duration of site occupation.
DISCUSSION
The analysis indicates that debitage type is not the only metric by which
Stevenson’s (1985) model can be applied to this assemblage. A modified version of this
model can be used to observe the nature of the activities that contributed to the
assemblage forming in the way that it did. The raw materials in the assemblage, based on
factors of size and availability, were clearly being used in different ways, for different
purposes, and during different chronological periods. The sizes of the argillite debitage
indicate that complete argillite tool production was occurring at the site. This assertion is
supported by its local abundance. Savannah River points are being produced from this
merely adequate raw material type, suggesting that these tools were obviously sufficient
for the tasks they were used for, despite the lower-quality of the material. The quartz is
similar in that it is easily locally obtained, yet difficulties associated with this particular
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raw material related to its fracturing patterns make it more difficult to draw similar
conclusions. However, the presence of the heavily re-sharpened quartz Mack points that
are associated with the assemblage indicate that re-sharpening procedures could have
occurred at the site, and contributed to the overall makeup of the Terminal Archaic
component of the assemblage. The rhyolite is very different from the previous materials
in that it was probably the most valuable, given its exotic nature and better overall
knapping quality. The debitage associated with it was relatively quite small, most likely
indicating later-stage reduction and re-sharpening procedures occurred at the site during
the Terminal Archaic as well. While most likely being used sparingly, it is possible that
the rhyolite was being used for specific purposes. However, the presence of an associated
rhyolite Mack point potentially shows that the Mack form was an ideal form during the
Terminal Archaic, because these hunter-gatherers were willing to utilize such a highquality, rare raw material in order to produce one. The idea that the Mack form was ideal
may also be supported by the fact that it was also being produced by quartz at the site,
even though quartz is a local and somewhat difficult material.
Knowing that the diagnostic Savannah River points are associated with the Late
Archaic and that the diagnostic Mack points are associated with the Terminal Archaic,
differential interpretations can be drawn from the assemblage as they relate to duration of
occupation, which is a key factor for determining general behavior and mobility. The
assemblage represents occupations from both the Late and Terminal Archaic Periods, so
it is important to differentiate how the site was being utilized by these hunter-gatherer
groups through an analysis of the debitage.
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Late Archaic Period
In all likelihood, and based on the composition of the assemblage and associated
diagnostic points, the argillite from the assemblage is associated with the production of
Savannah River points, which themselves are indicative of Late Archaic Period
occupation activity. As was stated prior, the relative sizes of the argillite debitage likely
indicate complete tool manufacture was occurring with argillite. It is low-quality and
locally abundant, supporting the notion that argillite was sufficient for the production of
opportunistic Savannah River points during the Late Archaic. Given the predominance of
local materials, like argillite, within the Late Archaic component of the assemblage, as
well as attractive factors about the site as a whole, it is likely that these Late Archaic
hunter-gatherers were familiar with Dorn Levee #1. It suggests that these groups would
have been aware that they could acquire needed lithic raw materials from the site, and
shows that they were content to use low-quality materials at a site they were familiar with
rather than exploring unknown areas to potentially find better materials. This indicates a
mobility factor for repeated returns to the site. Seasonality is also supported here due to
the natural inhibitors for living in the area during warmer months, such as flooding, as
well as the seasonal migrations of food resources like shad. The increased use of local,
lower-quality raw materials is often indicative of increased relative sedentism on the part
of hunter-gatherer groups. Even if these groups were seasonally residentially mobile and
Dorn Levee #1 was not their primary residence during the Late Archaic, their behavior as
observed through the debitage indicates that they were most likely not constantly on the
move and not always taking all of their belongings with them. Therefore, the debitage in
the assemblage from the Late Archaic indicates a longer duration of occupation.
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Terminal Archaic Period
The Mack points associated with this assemblage, and the debitage within the
assemblage that is of the same raw material, are most likely indicative of Terminal
Archaic Period activity and occupation. The nature of the quartz and rhyolite debitage,
which in this sense can be viewed as associated with the Terminal Archaic component,
indicates that it is associated with later-stage reduction and re-sharpening procedures. As
opposed to the argillite debitage, the quartz and rhyolite debitage is relatively much
smaller in size, further indicating it probably resulted from later-stage reduction or resharpening. As was stated prior, one may expect to find debitage of this nature associated
with hunter-gatherers who were less sedentary, more mobile, and occupied sites for a
shorter duration of time. This presents an interesting contrast between this material and
the material associated with the Late Archaic component.
This apparent contrast in the materials is highlighted by the implications of such a
contrast. Though this assemblage is effectively chronologically mixed and originated
from the same archaeological context at Dorn Levee #1, the activities represented within
it appear to differ based on relative time period. It appears that the Late Archaic
component within the assemblage (argillite debitage and its associated diagnostic
Savannah River points) indicates an increase in sedentary behaviors among huntergatherers who occupied Dorn Levee #1. Meanwhile, it appears that the Terminal Archaic
component of the assemblage (quartz and rhyolite debitage, and their associated
diagnostic Mack points) indicates a return to increased mobility behaviors during that
time at the very same site.
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The potential implications of this most likely serve to reject my initial
expectations and hypotheses regarding hunter-gatherer behavior at Dorn Levee #1,
especially in how it relates to observable changes between the Late and Terminal Archaic
Periods. I initially expected to see debitage that was characteristic of increased sedentism
throughout the assemblage, and potentially even more so in the debitage associated with
the Terminal Archaic. This is partially true in regards to the Late Archaic materials being
indicative of increased sedentism as compared to known archaeological material from
periods prior. However, the hypothesis is ultimately rejected because, at least within this
particular assemblage, it appears that the hunter-gatherer groups who inhabited Dorn
Levee #1 during the Terminal Archaic were engaging in very different activities than
those in the Late Archaic, specifically activities that are indicative of increased mobility
and tool curation.
The differences in hunter-gatherer behavior as seen through the lithics from this
assemblage offer interesting potential interpretations regarding change over time,
possible differences between South Carolina Piedmont sites and those of contemporary
sites elsewhere, and the apparent contours of the nature of hunter-gatherer complexity
within a larger social and political landscape. These issues are further addressed in the
final chapter of this thesis.
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CHAPTER 5
INTERPRETATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS
ASSEMBLAGE-SPECIFIC INITERPRETATIONS
Since the assemblage only represents a small portion of Dorn Levee #1,
interpretations drawn from the debitage within it are limited to this small portion. As was
discussed earlier, it is clear from the vast amount of material at the site and its repeated
occupations over thousands of years, that Dorn Levee #1 was a desirable site for huntergatherers. The debitage from the Late and Terminal archaic assemblages illuminates the
nature of site use at Dorn Levee #1 during these periods.
Determining the duration of occupation from the chronologically-separated
assemblage is not clear-cut, because it indicates estimated durations based only on the
assemblage, and not on the site as a whole. The durations of occupation inferred from this
assemblage can potentially indicate the degree to which these hunter-gatherers were
mobile or sedentary, especially when corroborated with known information about general
hunter-gatherer behavior during the Late and Terminal Archaic Periods.
The best way to determine duration of occupation based on this assemblage is to
view it broken down by raw material types, and also broken down by the Late and
Terminal Archaic components. As noted earlier, the argillite, usually used for the
production of Late Archaic Savannah River points, possibly indicates that complete tool
manufacturing processes were taking place. Its abundance in the area supports this,
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because its convenience supersedes its lower quality, and these hunter-gatherers would
have then used it to make sufficient, opportunistic tools that did not require resharpening. The presence of these more expedient tools often indicates an increase in
sedentary behaviors, and longer-term occupation at hunter-gatherer sites.
The quartz in the assemblage shows something different. The small sizes of the
complete flakes, broken flakes, and flake fragments, as well as the unpredictable nature
of quartz fracturing likely indicates that the quartz flakes are representative of resharpening and re-working. This later-stage reduction sequence is more indicative of tool
curation, and this is supported by the Terminal Archaic quartz Mack points from the site
that all show evidence of heavy repair and re-sharpening. I would argue that this indicates
that the quartz is indicative of shorter-term occupation duration, thereby indicating that
the group or groups that are associated with it were relatively more mobile.
The rhyolite indicates similar processes as the quartz, in that the debitage appears
to show late-stage reduction and re-sharpening. The weights of all of the rhyolite
categories are relatively smaller than those of the other raw material types present,
indicating later-stage reduction, and suggesting that these hunter-gatherers were bringing
complete rhyolite tools to the site, and using the space to repair and re-sharpen. Unlike
the rest of the raw materials present, rhyolite is not locally available, which may show
evidence for longer-distance raw material transport, whether that be through travel or
exchange.
The non-argillite/rhyolite category is very difficult to draw interpretations from,
given that it is possibly so mixed with multiple raw material types. Because of the
relatively larger weights of the complete flakes in this category, it is possible that larger
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core pieces were being brought into the site, and that complete tool manufacture was
occurring. This may indicate longer-term duration of occupation during the Late Archaic,
because none of the Terminal Archaic diagnostic points appear to made from anything
other than quartz or rhyolite.
Since it is known that the assemblage for this project is representative of two
different chronological periods and likely also represents multiple occupations during
both, the raw materials and the nature of the debitage types can help to show that
different activities and behaviors occurred during these two periods at Dorn Levee #1.
The Late Archaic material, represented in this assemblage as uniformly-sized argillite
debitage and completed, un-sharpened Savannah River points, is indicative of increased
sedentism, decreased mobility, and a longer duration of occupation. Even if the Late
Archaic component within the assemblage represents multiple occupation periods (which
it likely does), I argue that these periods were longer-term and occurred seasonally.
Because these groups during the Late Archaic utilized low-quality material and the
completed points show little indication of re-sharpening, this is evidence that these
groups were not highly mobile, as they apparently did not need their tools to last for
frequent travels. Based on the nature of the Late Archaic argillite debitage, it appears that
complete tool and Savannah River point manufacture was occurring at the site during this
time.
Alternatively, the material in the assemblage that corresponds to the Terminal
Archaic component indicates something quite different. While the typical indicators for
increased sedentism are apparent within the material for the Late Archaic component of
the assemblage, the Terminal Archaic debitage (known from the associated quartz and
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rhyolite diagnostic points), seem to indicate the opposite. This material, given its
relatively smaller debitage size and better raw material quality, appears to show evidence
for decreased sedentism and increased mobility as being major behavioral occurrences
during the Terminal Archaic at Dorn Levee #1. As stated before, one may expect to find a
predominance of smaller re-sharpening flakes within an assemblage that was formed
through short-term site occupation duration. If hunter-gatherers stayed at a site for a
shorter amount of time, then they would have therefore likely been more mobile, and
would have needed to produce tools that could be easily re-sharpened in order to
maximize their use through frequent movements.
Again, it would appear, then, that the hunter-gatherers who inhabited Dorn Levee
#1 throughout potentially several occupations during both the Late and Terminal Archaic
Periods were using the site in different ways based on the composition of this
assemblage. The evidence here shows that the hunter-gatherer groups at the site during
the Late Archaic were less mobile and exhibited more behaviors associated with
increased sedentism based on the several dimensions of the lithic material that were
discussed thus far, such as raw material quality and relative states of the debitage as seen
throughout the process of reduction. It also shows that the hunter-gatherer groups who
occupied Dorn Levee #1 during the following Terminal Archaic were actually more
mobile than their Late Archaic counterparts, and engaged in activities associated with
late-stage tool reduction and re-sharpening.
Using the adapted form of Stevenson’s model can help to determine what
particular activities led to the formation and makeup of the different chronological
components of the assemblage. With the Late Archaic component, there is a significantly
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high quantity of argillite material. Again, the data for this material shows a relatively
even distribution in the size of the debitage, likely indicating complete production of
argillite-based tools like Savannah River points. Due to this, I argue that this Late
Archaic material is representative of exploitation phase activities, in which huntergatherers were engaging in a full range of site-related behaviors, including tool
production. With the Terminal Archaic component of the assemblage, I argue that it is
most likely representative of either initial phase or abandonment phase activities. This is
supported through the nature of the re-sharpening-resultant quartz and rhyolite debitage,
and the heavily re-sharpened diagnostic Terminal Archaic Mack points made from the
same raw material. This would indicate that these particular tools were initially mostly
produced elsewhere, and then re-sharpened at Dorn Levee #1 in order to maximize their
utility.
SITE INTERPRETATIONS
Interpretations drawn from the assemblage for this project can help inform further
interpretations about the site of Dorn Levee #1 as a whole. Interpretations surrounding
what made Dorn Levee #1 an attractive site for hunter-gatherer activities can be drawn
based on what has been previously discussed concerning aspects of Piedmont
environmental conditions, regional raw material availability, and theoretical frameworks
associated with hunter-gatherer complexity as it relates to the Late and Terminal Archaic
Periods. I argue that Dorn Levee #1 was chosen by hunter-gatherer groups as a site due to
a combination of factors. It is unlikely a coincidence that the site has archaeological strata
potentially dating to the Paleo-Indian Period through the Mississippian. The site was
clearly attractive enough to draw hunter-gatherer groups to it for thousands of years. At
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this time, not enough of the site has been thoroughly excavated that would allow for
observations to be made regarding same-group returns to the site at different times, but
that could certainly be a possibility.
One of the major draws to the site and area for hunter-gatherer groups was likely
environmental in nature. As was argued by (Sassaman and Anderson 2004:101-103), the
general climatic conditions of the Late and Terminal Archaic Southeast were similar to
those of today, and would have seen an increase in wetland living environments.
Additionally, it was noted that this period saw with it an increase in riverine and
Piedmont-centered hunter-gatherer residences. Dorn Levee #1 sits on the banks of the
Broad River, and this probably would have served as a major draw for hunter-gatherers to
situate themselves at the site. The benefits afforded to living in riverine settlements in
regards to aquatic food availability, temperate climatic conditions, and the seasonal
upland movements of game would have most likely been substantial.
Another reason for why I argue that Late and Terminal Archaic hunter-gatherer
groups chose Dorn Levee #1 as a site directly relates to some of the data analyzed for this
project. The area surrounding Dorn Levee #1 offers a large quantity of certain types of
lithic raw materials. As was seen in the data, roughly 80% of the lithic debitage from the
assemblage for this project was argillite and quartz raw material. Both of these raw
material types are locally available, and would have been available to hunter-gatherer
groups who needed them for stone tool production. Given this, and also evidenced by the
high amounts of these local raw materials in the assemblage, I would argue that the
availability of needed lithic raw materials was a major factor in choosing Dorn Levee #1
as a site for hunter-gatherers.
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Finally, I argue that the positioning of Dorn Levee #1 was an optimal location for
best allowing hunter-gatherer groups who resided there to have access to complex
networks of exchange and aggregation. As was noted prior, it has been postulated that the
Late and Terminal Archaic in the Southeast saw with it an increase in activities related to
hunter-gatherer aggregation at sites located at or near the Fall Line in South Carolina
(Cabak et al. 1998:30-31). The central Piedmont location of Dorn Levee #1 may have
served to be beneficial in maintaining a reasonable distance between a seasonal residence
during the Late Archaic and a Fall Line aggregation site, especially considering the
archaeological evidence indicating a reduction in long-distance travel that occurred
during these periods.
Based on the makeup of the assemblage, broader theoretical frameworks, and
regionally-specific archaeological background, I argue that Dorn Levee #1 was used
during the Late Archaic as possibly a seasonal site in which hunter-gatherers were
occupying it for longer durations of time. During the Terminal Archaic, however, I argue
that Dorn Levee #1 was occupied by hunter-gatherers in the region for relatively shorter
durations of time, and they were likely more mobile than those of the Late Archaic at the
same site. Though the assemblage used for this project supports this argument, it appears
to run contradictory to my theory and archaeologically-based hypotheses about broader
hunter-gatherer behavioral changes through time.
A concluding assessment of my hypotheses should be two-fold, given that my
initial hypotheses dealt with two different concepts. One set of hypotheses relates to
expectations of duration of occupation based on lithic assemblage makeup, while the
other set relates to expectations of broader hunter-gatherer behavioral changes through
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time. My initial hypotheses regarding expectations of site use, hunter-gatherer activity,
and relative mobility and sedentism as formed through assemblage formation and
makeup are actually correct. I hypothesized that hunter-gatherer populations who
occupied sites for longer durations would have associated debitage that shows more even
distributions of size, because complete tool manufacture would have likely occurred if
these groups were more sedentary. I also hypothesized that hunter-gatherer groups who
occupied sites for shorter durations would have associated debitage that is smaller in size,
because much of the debitage would have been created through re-sharpening procedures.
This holds true given the detailed assemblage analysis conducted in this thesis.
The other set of hypotheses related to expected broader hunter-gatherer behavioral
changes and trends are essentially rejected through this thesis. I initially expected that the
observed differences as evidenced through the debitage from the Late Archaic and
Terminal Archaic components would indicate that the Terminal Archaic hunter-gatherer
groups that occupied Dorn Levee #1 were even more sedentary than those of the Late
Archaic, because general archaeological trends in other areas point to this occurring.
Though the typical, non-lithics-based archaeological indicators for increased sedentism at
Dorn Levee #1 are absent thus far for both periods, I still nonetheless felt that Terminal
Archaic populations broadly were more sedentary than Late Archaic ones, because that is
what is evidenced from other areas of North America. However, the analysis of this
assemblage, and the nearly indubitable recognition that the assemblage here represents
two distinct periods of time, have indicated that, at least at Dorn Levee #1, Terminal
Archaic hunter-gatherers were more mobile than groups from the Late Archaic. Again,
this appears to reject my initial theory-based hypotheses.
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As of now, I am unable to definitively argue why that is the case with my
assemblage and with Dorn Levee #1. Given what has already been discussed surrounding
the usual drivers for mobility among hunter-gatherers, perhaps it is possible that
environmental conditions changed in such a way that catalyzed increasingly frequent
moves on the part of these groups. Perhaps there was a larger outward movement of
many groups from the Piedmont to the Coastal Plain during the Terminal Archaic, much
like the one that was postulated to have occurred between the Middle and Late Archaic
Periods. Clearly, some degree of differential factors was present during this time, and this
is especially seen through the apparent differences between Terminal Archaic populations
in the United States Midwest and those of the South Carolina Piedmont. There is not an
abundance of sites with associated Terminal Archaic components in the Piedmont as of
yet, however, further excavations may help to articulate the true nature of Terminal
Archaic hunter-gatherer behavior in the region, and sites like Dorn Levee #1 and Nipper
Creek may eventually serve as examples for Piedmont-specific Terminal Archaic
behavioral trends.
DORN LEVEE #1 AND COMPLEX HUNTER-GATHERERS
The interpretations of Dorn Levee #1 during the Late and Terminal Archaic
Periods as informed by the assemblage from this project may serve to show the potential
contours of hunter-gatherer complexity in the region. The presence of the non-native
rhyolite in the assemblage, combined with known landscape frameworks of the Archaic
Southeast, likely show that increasing inter-group exchange during these times is a major
marker for overall increasing complexity. However, the assemblage here possibly shows
that hunter-gatherer complexity can actually encompass a broader range of differential
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hunter-gatherer behavior. Complexity may not always equate with increasing sedentism
and cultivation practices, because even though the Terminal Archaic material from this
assemblage indicates an increase in mobility than in periods prior, these Terminal
Archaic groups were undoubtedly engaging in complex behaviors because they most
likely acquired rhyolite through complex exchange.
I argue that Dorn Levee #1 can be viewed as piece of a much larger complex
environment by the time of the Late and Terminal Archaic Periods. This can be clearly
seen by archaeological investigations into Stallings Island and the shell mounds of the
South Carolina Coastal Plain, Georgia, and Florida. Though Dorn Levee #1 is located
firmly within the Piedmont, and has yet to indicate any evidence of shell mound
construction within it, the hunter-gatherers who inhabited it would have undoubtedly
been aware of the complex environment around them and would have seen the
importance of its spatial positioning within it.
It is thus far unclear to what extent the hunter-gatherers who inhabited Dorn
Levee #1 were egalitarian or socially stratified. While there is little to no archaeological
material uncovered so far that can signal that, what is known about the complexity of
hunter-gatherers in the region by this time can possibly provide some insight. As
discussed in prior chapters, several lines of evidence from other Southeastern sites have
shown that mortuary practices and community spatial organization indicate some degree
of social stratification amongst the hunter-gatherers there. If Dorn Levee #1 was, in fact,
a piece of this larger complex environment, it cannot be ruled out that some degree of
social inequality was present at the site during the Late and Terminal Archaic Periods.
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Future excavations and analyses should emphasize the role of Dorn Levee #1
within the bourgeoning complex environment it sat within during the Late and Terminal
Archaic Periods. Also, future analysis should be conducted that further engages with the
differential observed behavioral changes that occurred within hunter-gatherer groups at
the site between the Late Archaic and the Terminal Archaic. Hopefully, as more evidence
is presented, more can be learned about the hunter-gatherer behavior at the site and in the
region.
CONCLUSIONS
This thesis set out to address and answer three major questions: (1) What were the
mobility patterns and behaviors among hunter-gatherers that led to the formation of the
combined Late and Terminal Archaic assemblage at Dorn Levee #1?, (2) how was the
site of Dorn Levee #1 used during these times, and how does the lithic assemblage from
that layer inform this?, and (3) what can interpretations of Dorn Levee #1 through this
analysis speak to regarding broader hunter-gatherer movements in the Southeast? I argue:
(1) The Late Archaic component of the assemblage is representative of longer-term
duration of site occupation, while the Terminal Archaic component is representative of
shorter-term duration, and increased hunter-gatherer mobility at that time. I also argue
that the Late Archaic component represents exploitation phase activities, while the
Terminal Archaic component represents either initial phase or abandonment phase
activities. (2) The assemblage, though only a small window into the larger site, indicates
that Dorn Levee #1 as a whole was used during the Late Archaic Period as a seasonal
site, while also indicating that the site was used during the Terminal Archaic Period as a
short-term, special purpose location in which completed tools were brought in to be re-
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sharpened for further, mobility-induced utilization. Both components can indicate huntergatherer complexity, but likely in different ways. The full range of potential huntergatherer activities conducted at the site during these times is so far unclear, but this
project has demonstrated that stone tool production and upkeep was occurring at the site
at the very least. The seasonal habitation of the site during the Late Archaic Period was
grounded in interactions with other groups, as well as in the natural inhibitors that would
have prevented occupation during certain months of the year. Its placement next to the
Broad River also indicates that the site was used for foodways-related behavior during
this time. (3) The Late Archaic and Terminal Archaic occupations at Dorn Levee #1 can
serve to offer an interesting case study of hunter-gatherer behavior in the Southeast at
large. The apparent observable changes in mobility between the Late Archaic and
Terminal Archaic components may actually run counter to what is often expected of
contemporary populations from elsewhere in North America. It also shows that it is
possible that hunter-gatherer behavioral patterns as they relate to mobility at these times
were different than those even within other parts of South Carolina. It is possible that an
increase in hunter-gatherer mobility during the Terminal Archaic was prevalent in the
Piedmont regions, and not so much in the Coastal Plain regions. Further archaeological
research in the Piedmont is needed in order to explore this potential dichotomy. Finally,
these findings from Dorn Levee #1 show that exchange between hunter-gatherer groups
in the region was undoubtedly occurring at these times, possibly indicating that networks
of complex social and economic frameworks connected populations over large distances.
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